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FOREWORD 


When I completely rewrote Paul Feme’s and Johannes Behm’s time-tested 
handbook of New Testament Introduction, it was my aim not only to bring 
the book up-to-date quite generally but especially to help French and English 
New Testament scholarship, which has won increasing importance in recent 
decades, to take the part it merits. It was, therefore, with great pleasure that I 
greeted the wish expressed in several quarters that an English translation of 
this book be published to make it accessible to those interested in the subject 
who do not read German. And I am very grateful to Dr. A. J. Mattill, Jr., 
who in a remarkable way has mastered the difficult task of transforming a 
complicated German original into a clear and readable English. I personally 
have examined the translation and am convinced that it reproduces the sense 
of the German text as correctly as possible. Some small slips in the German text 
have been corrected, without notation, and in the bibliographies care has 
been taken to mention English translations of German and French books and 
articles wherever possible. An English translation of Latin quotations is also 
given. 


Marburg/Lahn, November 11, 1964. 


WERNER GEORG KUMMEL 


PREFACE TO THE TWELFTH EDITION 


In the year 1826 Martin Leberecht de Wette began the preface to his Textbook 
of Historical-Critical Introduction to the Canonical Books of the New Testa¬ 
ment with the words: 

If, with the joyous feeling which the completion of a long protracted work instills, I 
give to the public this Introduction to the N. T. which was announced long ago, I 
cannot, on the other hand, conceal that I fear not to fulfill the expectations which 
one appears to entertain concerning this work. The friends of critical investigations will 
not be satisfied with most of the indefinite results; those, on the other hand, who regard 
our Holy Scriptures only with the eye of pious devotion, will feel offended because of 
the freedom of the investigation. 

I cannot better express my own thoughts towards this new edition of the 
*'Feine-Behm.” Quite some time ago when, after considerable deliberation, I 
assumed the task of bringing the **much used study book” (J. Behm) abreast of 
present-day research, I well perceived what a difficult and extensive task I had 
thereby assumed. Yet the more deeply I plunged into the work, the clearer it 
became to me that the book must be largely rewritten, though the structure and 
methodological aim of the book would be retained. My intention was to bring 
the new edition in a comprehensive manner abreast with international scholarship 
and at the same time to reach clear decisions in debatable cases. Nevertheless, I 
have not hesitated to leave open those questions to which no fairly certain an¬ 
swers can be given. 

From the older literature (up to about 1940) which was mentioned in earlier 
editions, only those titles were taken over which today are still indispensable. 
Even to list completely the almost overwhelming amount of literature of the 
last twenty-five years was impossible for reason of space, and all specifically theo¬ 
logical investigations had to remain out of consideration. Yet I have striven 
for completeness insofar that nothing really essential for introductory questions 
should be missing. Where possible, it is noted where further literature can be 
found. Literature which appeared after January 1, 1963, could not be taken into 
consideration. The titles, however, which came to be known to me up to the 
end of April, 1963, are mentioned in the bibliographical supplement. 

For excellent help in procuring the extensive literature, in completing the 
manuscript and index, and for proofreading, I am greatly indebted to my 
assistants, Otto Merk and Adolf Fritz. My hearty thanks are also due to the 
kind helpfulness of Father Beda Rigaux, O.F.M., Brussels, who proofread the 
French titles and thereby contributed considerably to the trustworthiness of the 
bibliographical data. 

Marburg, April, 1963 Werner Georg Kiimmel 
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PREFACE TO THE THIRTEENTH EDITION 


The completely reedited twelfth edition of the "Feine-Behm,” which appeared 
in August, 1963, found such an unexpectedly favorable reception that already 
at the beginning of 1964 a new edition became necessary. In view of the short 
time since the conclusion of the manuscript of the twelfth edition, the incorpora¬ 
tion of the literature published since then and thus a completely new edition 
of the book seemed impracticable. I have therefore limited myself to the correc¬ 
tion of several small oversights and misprints and to the addition on pp. 392 IT. 
of the new literature which has appeared since 1963, without incorporating it 
into the text. The bibliographical supplement of the twelfth edition was com¬ 
bined with the supplement of the thirteenth edition. 

Marburg, February, 1964 Werner Georg Kiimmel 


PREFACE TO THE FOURTEENTH EDITION 


Contrary to all expectation, the thirteenth edition of the *Teine-Behm,” which 
appeared at the beginning of 1964, was sold out already within a year. Hence in 
this fourteenth edition, as in the previous one, I have been able to correct only 
misprints and minor mistakes. The literature which has appeared from the be¬ 
ginning of 1963 to the end of January, 1965, has been added in an appendix. 
1 am deeply grateful to a number of my colleagues and students for pointing 
out various inadvertencies and typographical errors. 

Marburg, February, 1965 Werner Georg Kiimmel 
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senschajtenj philosophisch-historische Klasse 
Sir.Jesus Sirach 

SNTSB . Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas Bulletin 

SPIB .Scripta Pontificii Instituti Biblici 

Spr.Spruche 

SStW. Synoptische Studien fiir A, Wikenbauser 

StBTh . Studies in Biblical Theology 

StEv . Studia Evangelica, TU 73, 1959 

StG . Studies in the Gospels, Essays in Memory of R. H. 

Light foot, 1955 

StTh . Studia Theologica 

SuppI.Supplement-Band (-Bande) 

s. .. sub voce 

Synpt.Synoptiker 

synpt.synoptisch 

syr.syrisch 

Taf.Tafcl 

Tert.Tcrtullian 

de pud . de pudicitia 

adv. Marc . adversus Marcioncm 

praescr. haer . de praescriptione haereticorum 

Test. XII.Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs 

ThBl . Theologische Blatter 

XhEh . Theologische Existenz heute 

(III) Thess.!• Thessalonicherbrief, 2. Thessalonicherbrief, I II 

Epistle(s) to the Thessalonians 

ThHK. Theologischer Hand-Komm. zum NT 

ThJ . Theologische Jahrbucher 

ThLZ . Theologische Literaturzeitung 

ThRdsch. Theologische Rundschau 

ThRv . Theologische Revue 

ThSt . Theologische Studien 

Thv. Theologia viatorum 

ThWB . Theologisches Worterbuch zum NT 

ThZ . Theologische Zeitschrift (Basel) 

(I II) Tim.1. Timotheusbrief, 2. Timotheusbrief, I II £pistle(s) to 

Timothy 

Tit.Titusbrief, Epistle to Titus 

Torch . Torch Bible Commentaries 

tr.translated 

TSt .Texts and Studies 

t. t. terminus technicus 
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. Texte und XJntersucbungen zur Gcichichte Her altchrist- 

lichen Literatur 

Ty. Tyndale NT Cotnvientarics 

TZTh . Tnbinger Xcitschrift fiir Theologie 

.unter anderen (m) 

u.A.und andere 

.und ahnlich 

u. o.und oft 

U. 6.und ofter 

UB. Die urchristliche Boise haft 

UNT. Uttiersuchungen zum NT 

usw .und so welter 

V .von 

V .Vers 

VC . Vigiliae Christianae 

V. Chr.vor Christus 

VE . Vox Evangelica, Biblical and Historical Essays by Mem~ 

bers of the London Bible College, 1962 

Verf.Verfasser 

vgl.vergleiche 

v. l. paria lectio 

vol(s).volume (s) 

VuF . Verkiindigung und Forschung 

W. A.Weimarer Ausgabe 

WGK, NT .W. G. Kiimmel, Das Neue Testament. Geschichte der 

Erforschung seiner Probleme, 195 8 

WMANT . Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alien und Neuen 

T estament 

WUNT. 'Wissenschaftliche Urttersuchungen zum NT 

Zahn . Komm. zum NT, hrsg. von Th. Zahn 

ZAW . Zeitschrift fiir die ail. 'Wissenschaft 

ZKG . Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichie 

ZkTh . Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie 

ZNW . Zeitschrift fiir die nil. Wissenschaft und die Kunde der 

alteren Kirche 

ZRGG. Zeitschrift fiir Religions- und Geistesgeschichte 

ZsystTh . Zeitschrift fiir systematische Theologie 

z.T.zum Teil 

ZThK . Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche 

ZuB. Ziircher Bibelkommentare (formerly Prophezei) 
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51. The Most Important Tools tor the Study 
OF THE New Testament 

Editions of the Greek NT 

Most useful pocket-editions: Eberhard Nestle, 'Novum T citamcntum Graece, 
1898, reedited by Erwin Nestle ('®1927) *‘1960 (together with K. Aland). 
Further B. F. Westcott-F. J. A. Hort, The New Testa?nent in the Original Greek, 
1886; A. SouTER, Novum Testamentum Graece, (1910) ‘1947; Herm. v. Soden, 
Griecb. NT, Text mit kurzem Apparat (pocket-edition), 1913; H. J. Vogels, Novum 
Testamentum Graece (1920) ^1955 (cath.); A. Merk, Novum Testamentjun Graece 
(1933) ^1951 (SPIB; cath.); J. M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Latina, 
(1943) ®19 53 (cath.; cf. thereto B. M. Metzger, JBL 66, 1947, 415 ff.); H KAINH 
AIA0HKH, 2"^ Ed. with Revised Critical Apparatus, edited by D. Kilpatrick and 

E. Nestle, 19 5 8. 

Critical Editions of the NT for specialized scholarly studies: C. v. Tischendorf, 
Novu7n Testamentum Graece, ad antiquissimos testes denuo recensuit . . . Editio octava 
major I 1869, 11 1872, III (Prolegomena, scripsit C. R. Gregory) 1894; B. F. 
Westcott-F. j. a. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek I (1881) *1898, 
II (1882) “1896; Herm. v. Soden, Die Schrijtejt des NT in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren 
Textgestalt hergestellt auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte I, 1-3 (Untersuchungen) 
1902-1910, II (Text mit Apparat) 1913; Novum Testamentum Graece secundum 
textum Westcotto-Hortiafium: Ev. secundum tviarcum cum apparatu critico novo 
plenissimo . . . edidit S. C. E. Legg, 1935; £f. secundum tAatthaeum . . . edidit S. C. E. 
Legg, 1940 (the edition is inadequate; see thereto H. J. Vogels, ThRv 34, 193 5, 
305 ff.; T. W. Manson, JThSt 43, 1942, 83 ff. Therefore it has not been continued). 

Dictionaries, Concordances, Biblical Lexicons 

Dictionaries and concordances to the Greek NT: W. Bauer, Griechisch-Deutsches 
Worterbuch zu den Schrijten des NT und der iibrigen urchristlichen Literatur, 
(*1928) °1958;A Greek-English Lexicon of the NT and Other Early Christian Litera^ 
ture. Tr. Wm. F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich from 4th ed., 1952, 1957; 

F. ZoRELL, Lexicon Graecum Novi Testamenti, (1911) *1961; H. Cremer, Biblisch- 
theologisches Worterbuch der NTl. Grdzitdt (1867); 11th., completely revised edition 
by J. Kogel, 1923; Biblico-Theological Lexicon of NT Greek. Tr. William Urwick 
from 2nd ed., 1878. Supplement to BThL, based on 3rd and 4th eds., 1886; G. Kittel- 

G. Friedrich, Theologisches Worterbuch zum NT I-VI, 1933-1959; VII, 1960 ff.; 
Theological Dictionary of the NT. Tr. and edited by Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 1964 
(only Vol. 1 complete); J. H. Moulton-G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek 
Testament Illustrated from the Papyri and Other Non-Literary Sources, 1914-1929; R. C. 
Trench, Synonyjns of the NT, 18 54, and often; tr. into German by H. Werner, 1907. 

C. H. Bruder, TAMIEION . . . sive Concordantiae omnium vocum NiTi Graeci, 
(1842) ^1913; A. Schmoller, Handkonkordanz zum griech. NT, (1869) ^°19 53.; 
W. F. Moulton-A. S. Geden, A Concordance to the Greek Testament According to the 
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Texts of Westcott and Hort, Tischendorf and the English Revisers, (1897) *195 3; 
R. Morgenthaler, Statistik des NTL Wortschatzes, 1958. German concordances, see 
RGG* I, 1957, 1184. 

On the Greek OT: E. Hatch-H. A. Redpath, A Concordance to the Septnagint 
and the Other Greek Versions of the Old Testament, 1892-97, Suppl. 1906 (reprint 
1954). On the earliest patristic lit.: E. J. Goodspeed, Index Patristicus sive Clavis 
Patruvi Apostolicornm operum, 1907; idem. Index Apologeticus sive Clavis Justhti 
Martyris operum aliorumque Apologetarum pristinorum, 1912. 

Historical and theological dictionaries of the Bible: 

Calwer Bibellexikon, edited by Th. Schlatter (1893) *1959; Stuttgarter Biblisches 
Nachschlagetverk. Anhang zur Stuttgarter Jubilaumsbibel, 1932; H. Guthe, Kurzes 
Bibelwdrterbuch, 1903; T. R. Cheyne-J. S. Black, Encylopaedia Biblica, 1899-1903; 
J. Hastings, A Dictionary of the Bible (1898) ^/®1909 ff.; idem, A Dictionary of 
Christ and the Gospels, 1906-8; idem, Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, 1915-18; 
F. ViGOUROUX, Dictionnaire de la Bible, 5 tomes, 1905-12, Suppl. I-VI, 1928-62 ff. 
(cath.); E. Kalt, Biblisches Reallexikon (1931) *1937-39 (cath.); K. Galling, Bibli¬ 
sches Reallexikon, Hdb. zum AT, I, 1, 1937; E. Osterloh und H. Engelland, Biblisch- 
theologisches Handwbrterbuch zur Lutherbibel, 1954; Vocabulaire Biblique, public sous 
la direction de J.-J. voN Allmen, 1954; A Co?npanion to the Bible. Tr. P. J. Allcock 
from 2nd ed. (1956), 1958. Published in England as Vocabulary of the Bible, 1958; 
J. B. Bavek, Bibeltheologisches Worterbuch, (1958) *1962 (cath.); Deutsches Wbrter- 
buch zum NT, nach dem gricch. Urtext bearbeitet von G. Richter, RNT 10, 1962 
(cath.); Vocabulaire de Thcologie Biblique, public sous la direction de X. Leon- 
Dufour, 1962 (cath.); Biblisch-historisches Handworterbuch, edited by B. Reicke and 
L. Rost, I, 1962. 


Grammars 

G. B. Winer, Grammatik des NTl. Sprachidioms, (1822) 8th cd. (1894) since 
reedited by P. W. Schmiedel (uncompleted); A Grammar of the Idiom of the NT. 
Tr. W. F. Draper from the 7th cd. [1881?]; F. Blass, Grammatik des NTl. Griechisch, 
(1896), since the 4th ed. (1913) revised by A. Debrunner, ^°1959 (the English 
translation by R. W. Funk [A Greek Grammar of the NT and Other Early Christian 
Literature, 1961] also contains the emendations prepared by Debrunner for a new 
edition); L. Radermacher, NTl. Grammatik. Das Griechisch des NT im Xusammen- 
hang mit der Volkssprache dargestellt (1911) *1925 (= Hdb. 1); A. T. Robertson, 
A Grammar of the Greek NT in the Light of Historical Research, (1914) *1923; idem, 
Kurzgefasste Grammatik des NTl. Griechisch. Deutsche Ausgabc von H. Stocks, 1911; 
J. H. Moulton, A Grammar of NT Greek J (Prolegomena), (1906) *1908, II 
(Accidence and Word-Formation, cd. by W. F. Howard), 1929; idem, Einleitung in 
die Sprache des NT. Auf Grund der vom Verf. ncu bcarbcitctcn 3. cngl. Aufl. iibersetztc 
deutschc Ausgabc, 1911; F.-M. Abel, Grammaire du grec biblique, suivie d'un choix 
de Papyrus, *1927 (= Et. bibl.); M. Zerwick, Graecitas Biblica, *1955 (SPIB 92); 
C. F. D. Moule, An Idiom Book of NT Greek, (1953) *1959; K. Beyer, Semitische 
Syntax im NT I, i, Studien zur Umwclt des NT I, 1962. 

Hermeneutics 

F. Schleiermacher, Hermeneutik und Kritik mit besonderer Beziehung auf das 
NT, edited by F. Lucke, 1838; J. C. K. v. Hofmann, Biblische Hermeneutik, edited 
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by W. VoLCK, 1880; E. v. Dobschutz, Worn Auslegen des NT, 1927; J. Wach, Das 
yerstehen I, 1926; II, 1929; III, 1933; E. Fascher, Vom Yerstehen des NT, 1930; 
F. Torm, Hermeneutik des NT, 1930; R. Bultmann, “Das Problem der Hermeneutik,” 
ZThK 47, 1950, 47 £f. (= Glauben und Verstehen II, 1952, 211 fiF.); “The Problem of 
Hermeneutics,” Essays Philosophical and Theological (Glauben & Verstehen, II), pp. 
234-61. Tr. James C. G. Greig, [195 5]; E. Lerle, Voraussetzungen der nil, Exegese, 
1951; E. Fuchs, Hermeneutik (1954) '*1958; G. Ebeling, Art. “Hermeneutik,” RGG® 
III, 1959, 242 ff. (lit.); A. N. Wilder, “NT Hermeneutics Today,” Current Issues in 
NT Interpretation, Essays in honor of O. A. Piper, 1962, 38 ff. 


Complete NT Commentaries 

From German evangelical theology of recent generations the following scientific com¬ 
mentaries on the entire NT are worthy of mention: 

Kritisch exegetischer Kornmentar iiber das NT, founded by H. A. W. Meyer; since 
1832, sixteen divisions, whose up to sixteen editions have a strictly scientific character 
and thus reflect the changes in methods of NT exegesis (cited: Meyer I 1, etc.). 
Critical and Exegetical Hand-Book to the NT, Tr. by various people from the 3rd-6th 
eds., 1884-89. 

Die heilige Schrift NTs zusammenhangend untersucht, by J. C. K. v. Hofmann, 
1862 ff., 11 vols.; a masterpiece of ingenious expository skill (“Heilsgeschichte”), with 
much arbitrariness. 

Kurzgefasster Kommentar zu den heiligen Schriften A und NTs, edited by H. L. 
Strack-O. Zockler, 1886 ff.; conservatively oriented; now completely antiquated. 

Hand-Commentar zum NT, edited by H. J. Holtzmann, 1889 ff.; brief explanation 
from the viewpoint of rigorous historical criticism; now thoroughly outmoded. 

Kommentar zum NT, edited by Th. Zahn, 1903 flF.; seventeen volumes appeared; 
a large, important work of conservative exposition, with several distinguished essays, 
especially on textual criticism and the history of exegesis (cited: Zahn ^1, etc.). 

Handbuch zum NT, edited by H. Lietzmann, 1906 ff., by G. Bornkamm, 1949 ff.; 
exegetically meager; theologically inadequate in the earlier editions; distinguished by 
its abundance of comparative material in contemporary history and in the history of 
religions and of languages (cited: Hdb.). 

Kommentar zum NT aus Talmud und Midrasch by (H. L. Strack-) P. Billerbeck, 
1922-61; a comprehensive, excellent collection of comparative rabbinic material, but 
no detailed commentary. 

Das NT nach dem StiUtgarter griech, Text iibersetzt und erkldrt by O. Holtzmann, 
1926; a quite scanty, eclectic exposition, scientifically unsatisfactory. 

Theologischer Hand-Kommentar zum NT mit Text und Paraphrase, 7 vols., 1928-39; 
new revision edited by E. Fascher, 1957 ff.; written from the conservative point of 
view, but open to all problems of modern criticism; seeks to present the religious 
content of the NT (cited: ThHK). 

Popular studies for educated persons, on a scientific basis: 

Erlauterungen zum NT, by A. Schlatter, (1887 ff.) ^1928 (reprint); simple inter¬ 
pretations of the Scriptures. 

Die Schriften des NTs iibersetzt und fiir die Gegenwart erkldrt (so-called “Gottinger 
Bibelwerk”), edited by J. Weiss (then by W. Bousset and W. Heitmiiller), (1906) 
^1917-18 (= ^1929); the biblical work of the “religionsgeschichtlichen Schule.” 
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Das NT Deutsch. Neues Gottinger Bibelwerk, edited by P. Althaus and J. Behm, 
1932 ff.; ’"”1957 11., edited by P. Althaus and G. Friedrich; aims to give expression 
to the present state of the scientific, historical investigation of the NT, but at the same 
time to make it relevant as a living authority for Christians of today (cited; NTD). 

Die urchristliche Botschaft; an introduction to the literature of the NT, edited by 
O. Schmitz, (1929 ff.) “"’19 51 ff.; seeks to set forth the original meaning of the primi¬ 
tive Christian message in its uniqueness and matchlessness (cited: UB). 

Prophezei, Schweizerisches Bibelwerk fiir die Genieinde, 1943 ff.; since 1960 TLiircher 
Bibelkomvientare; within everybody’s grasp; partly a strictly scientific, partly a more 
devotional, orientation (cited: ZiiB). 

The most significant English commentary is The International Critical Commentary 
on the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testament, edited by S. R. Driver, A. 
Plummer, and C. A. Briggs, 1895 ff.; a counterpart to Meyer’s commentary, and of 
equal rank with it (cited: ICC). 

Of conservative bent is The New International Commentary (in the English edition. 
The New London Commentary) , 1951 ff.; very painstaking; intended for wider circles 
(cited: NIC). 

The Cambridge Greek Testament Commentary, 1957 ff., offers a concise, very careful 
exposition of the Greek text (cited: CGTC). 

Black*s NT Commentaries, 1957 ff., contain detailed, strictly scientific exposition, 
yet are also directed to wider circles (cited: BNTC). 

The Interpreter's Bible, 1951 ff., presents scientific and homiletic exposition side by 
side (cited: IntB). 

The Moffatt NT Commentary, 1928 ff., is a biblical work for the educated (cited: 
Moffatt). 

Tyttdale NT Commentaries, 1956 ff., are conservative, with a strong theological slant, 
and have detailed historical introductions (cited: Ty). 

Torch Bible Commentaries, 1949 ff., give full introductions and a brief commentary, 
with emphasis upon the religious significance (cited: Torch). 

Commentaire du. NT, 1949 ff., the series of commentaries of French-speaking Protes¬ 
tantism, is very independent and valuable (cited: CNT). 

The most important Catholic series of commentaries to the NT: 

Cursus Scripturae Sacrae, Sectio Tertia: Commentarii in NT, 1890 ff. 

The commentaries of the French school of Dominicans in the Ltudes bibliques, 
1907 ff., are extensive and, for the most part, very solid interpretations, with full 
bibliographies (cited: £t. bibl.). 

Herder*s Theologischer Kommentar zum NT, edited by A. Wikenhauser, 1953 ff., 
presents strictly scientific expositions (cited: HThK). 

Intended for broader circles: 

Die Heilige Schrift des NTs iibersetzt und erklart, edited by F. Tillmann, (1913 ff.) 
’1931 ff.; now superseded by 

Das NT iibersetzt und kurz erklart, edited by A. Wikenhauser and O. Kuss, 
(1938 ff.) ^1959 ff., so-called *‘Regensburger NT” (cited: RNT). 

Le NT traduit en frangais sous la direction de Vtcole biblique de Jerusalem, 195 8 
(cited: BdJ). Also detailed separate editions under the title: La sainte Bible traduit en 
frangais sous la direction . . ., 1948 ff. 


§2. Conception and Division of the Introduction to the NT 


2 S 


Bibliographies 

Biblica, the journal of the Papal Biblical Institute, regularly offers a systematic bibli¬ 
ography of all new publications, articles, and reviews in the area of NT studies. The 
Internationale Zeitscbrifteitschau fiir Bibelwissenschaft und Grenzgebietey 1951 ff., and 
NT Abstracts, 1956 ff., contain summaries of periodical articles in all languages. Cf. 
also B. M. Metzger, Index of Articles on the NT and the Early Church Published in 
Festschriften, 1951, and his Suppl. to Index . . . , 195 5. NTTS, edited by B. M. 
Metzger, includes extensive bibliographies of NT literature: B. M. Metzger, Index to 
Periodical Literature on the Apostle Paul, NTTS 1, 1960; ide?n, Index to Periodical 
Literature on Christ and the Cospels, NTTS 6, 1966; A. J. and M. B. Mattill, A Classi¬ 
fied Bibliography of Literature on the Acts of the Apostles, NTTS 7, 1966. 


§ 2 , Conception and Division of the Introduction to the 
New Testament 

F. C. Baur, “Die Einleitung ins NT als theologische Wissenschaft. Ihr Bcgriff und 
ihre Aufgabe, ihr Entwicklungsgang und ihr innerer Organismus,** ThJ 9, 18 50, 462 ff.; 

10, 1851, 291 ff. (extracts in W^GK, NT, 156 ff. 172 f.); Th. Zahn, art. “Einleitung 
in das NT,“ PRE" V, 1898, 261 ff.; \V. G. Kummel, “'Einleitung in das NT als 
theologische Aufgabe,” EvTh 19, 19 59, 4 ff.; W. Marxsen, “Die Bedeutung der 
Einleitungswissenschaft fiir die Predigtarbeit,” MP 49, 1960, 1 ff. Cf. also, the introduc¬ 
tory paragraphs of the NT introductions. 

The scientific discipline of “introduction to the NT” treats the historical 
questions of the origin of the NT writings, their collection, and the textual 
tradition of this collection. It presupposes the existence of the NT canon, in 
which the church of the second to fourth centuries collected those writings 
which were supposed to serve as the norm for the church’s preaching and to 
be read in worship. The science of introduction is, accordingly, a strict his¬ 
torical discipline. Through the clarification of the historical circumstances con¬ 
nected with the origin of the individual writings, it furnishes to exposition 
the necessary presuppositions for the understanding of the writings in their 
historical individuality. Through the study of the origin and the contents of 
the collection, it provides the secure historical basis for the question about the 
doctrinal contents of the NT. As a historical science, the science of introduc¬ 
tion makes use of the methods of historical research, and for that reason it is 
a thoroughly justified goal of such research to treat the investigation of the 
circumstances surrounding the origin and of the literary connections of the 
individual writings as the oldest part of a “history of primitive Christian litera¬ 
ture,” and the elucidation of the origin of the canon as part of church history 
and of the history of dogma (cf. H. Jordan, Geschichte der altchristlichen 
Literatur, 1911, 69 ff.; P. Wendland, Die urchrisflichen Literaturformen, 
Hdb. I, 3“'^, 1912; O. Stahlin, Chrisfliche Schriftsfeller in: \V. v. Christ, 
Geschichte der griechischen Literatur, revised by W. Schmid and O. Stahlin 

11, 2, ®1924, 1105 ff.; M. Dibelius, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur I II, 
Sammlung Goschen 934 + 93 5, 1926; D. W. Riddle-H. H. Hutson, NT Life 
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and Literaturey 1946, and works on the history of dogma). Tlie separate in¬ 
vestigation of the twenty-seven writings collected in the NT canon as "in¬ 
troduction to the NT” has been objected to on historical grounds by G. Kruger, 
Das Dogma vom NT, 1896, and W. Wrede, Vber Aiifgabe und Methode der 
sog. NTL Theologie, 1897. But in spite of these objections this special investiga¬ 
tion is to be preserved, because the writings which have been collected in the 
NT have, through their belonging to the canon delimited by the early church, 
their special character recognized by Christians in faith. The laying of a secure 
historical foundation for the exposition of these writings is, therefore, an espe¬ 
cially important task for the Christian theologian. Also, without a clear insight 
into the process and the motives behind the formation of the canon, theological 
reflection about the limit of the dogmatic validity of the norm of the canon 
cannot be properly undertaken. Not because of its scientific method, but only 
because of the peculiar nature of its subject matter, is, therefore, "introduction 
to the NT” a theological discipline. Corresponding to its historical character, 
the investigation proceeds appropriately from 1) the origin of the individual 
writings, to 2) the origin of the collection, and to 3) the preservation of the 
text of the collection. 


§ 3 . History and Literature of the Introduction to 
THE New Testament 

W. G. Kummel, Das NT, Gesebiebte der Erforschung seiner Probleme, Orbis 
acadcmicus III, 3, 1958 (abbreviated WGK, NT). Further, the relevant sections in the 
NT introductions by H. J. Holtzmann, A. Jiilicher (also in English as An Introduction 
to the NT. Tr. Janet Penrose Ward, 1904), M. Meinertz. 

Not until after the Age of Enlightenment has there been a science of intro¬ 
duction in the modern sense. Its development has taken place in the following 
chief periods: 

1. The early church and the Middle Ages only seldom showed interest in the 
circumstances of the composition of the NT books in connection with the ques¬ 
tion of the canon (prologues to the Pauline epistles and Gospels, Muratorian 
canon, Origen, Dionysius of Alexandria). The introdnetores scripfurae divinae 
(Tyconius, Augustine, Adrianos, who c. 450 wrote an Introduction to the Di¬ 
vine Writings, Eucherius, Junilius Africanus), which were combined by Cas- 
siodorus, treat questions of exposition rather than of introduction. 

2. Since the time of the Reformation there have come into use out of dog¬ 
matic and polemic interests—especially in the Roman Catholic Church—studies 
about the origin of the canonical books of the NT. 

3. Proceeding from studies in textual criticism, the Oratorian Richard Simon, 
with his three books concerning the Histoire critique of the NT (1689-93), 
paved the way for NT introduction as a scientific discipline. In order to push 
on to the original text of the NT, he raised the question about the manuscript 
tradition and the origin of individual writings. Rationalism produced the first 
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great introductory work in which the problems of the origin of the individual 
writings and of the canon were consciously treated historically, though still with 
the interest of defending the canon: J. D. Michaelis, Einleitung in die gdttlichen 
Schriften des Neuen Bundes, (1750) ^1788 {Introdnction to the NT. Tr. 
Herbert Marsh from 4th ed. [1788], 1793; 2nd English ed., 1802), stimulated 
by R. Simon. At the same time J. S. Semler, in his Abhmidhtng von freier Ufiter- 
snchung des Canon (1771-75), established the historical origin of the NT 
canon. J. G. Eichhorn’s five volume Einl. in das NT (1804-27) provided the 
first really free investigation of the origin of the writings of the canon and of 
the text of the NT. There followed, with diverse handling of similar critical 
standards, the works of de Wette, Schleiermacher, Credner, Reuss, Hug (Roman 
Catholic), and others. 

4. F. C. Baur, with his Tubingen School (A. Schwegler, E. Zeller, A. Hilgen- 
fcld, A. Ritschl [in his beginnings]), gave a new direction to the science of 
introduction. Baur defined introduction as criticism of the canon or as the 
science whose task is to investigate the provenance and the original character of 
the canonical writings. The origin of the individual NT writings should be un¬ 
derstood in respect to the great context of the spiritual conflicts of the apostolic 
and postapostolic ages and their settlement in the unity of early Catholicism. The 
basis of Baur’s view of history is the scheme borrowed from the Hegelian logic: 
thesis, antithesis, synthesis. Baur thinks that the apostolic age was governed by 
the opposition between the narrow-minded Judaizing Christianity of the primi¬ 
tive apostles and the law-free, universalistic gospel of Paul. In the postapostolic 
age the opposition was mollified: Through concessions and compromises the par¬ 
ties came nearer to one another and united in a middle position over against the 
Gnosticism and Montanism of the second century. The ambiguous term, "ten¬ 
dency criticism” [Tendenzkritik], indicates, for the Tubingen critics, that each 
NT writing was written out of a definite tendency. Galatians, I and II Corin¬ 
thians, and Romans are witnesses of the pure Pauline gospel. The Apocalypse is 
a document of the rigid Ebionitism of the primitive apostles. Only these five 
writings are authentic. In the Synoptic Gospels and Acts the unionistic tendency 
comes to light—they belong to the time of adjustment and settlement of the 
opposition. The synthesis and peaceful conclusion is complete in John. Baur's 
Church History of the First Three Centuries (Tr. and edited by Allan Menzies 
from 3rd ed. [1863], 1878-79) offers a comprehensive presentation of his 
theory. This constructive and comprehensive view, already frequently modified 
by Baur’s pupils, proved a failure; likewise the majority of the literary-critical 
hypotheses, which only the so-called "radical criticism,” with its opposition to 
the Pauline origin even of the chief epistles (at least in their traditional form), 
sought to outdo (cf. thereto A. Julicher, Introduction, 1904, 28 ff.). From the 
work of Baur remains the fundamental recognition that the history of primitive 
Christian literature can be investigated only in closest connection with the 
external and internal history of primitive Christianity. 

5. The development of the Protestant science of introduction in the German 
language until now reveals the following works, some critical, some conservative: 
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H. J. Holtzmann, Lehrbuch der hhtorhch-kritischen Emleitung in das NT, 

( 1885) 31892 (summary of the entire work of the 19th century); A. Juli- 
CHER, Einleitung in das NT, (1894) '^1931 (reedited in collaboration with 
E. Fascher); An Introduction to the NT. Tr. Janet Penrose Ward, 1904; 
R. Knopf, Einjiihrnng in das NT, (1919) ^1949, edited by H. Weinel-H. 
Lietzmann; O. Pfleiderer, Das Urchristentuin, seine Schriften und Lehren 
(1886) ^1902; Primitive Christianity; Its Writings and Teachings in Their 
Historical Connections. Tr. W. Montgomery, 1906-11; A. Harnack, Geschichte 
der altchristlichen Literaturl, 1893; II, 1897; B. Weiss, Lehrbuch der Einleitung 
in das NT, (1886) 31897; A Manual of Introduction to the NT. Tr. A. J. K. 
Davidson, 1889; Th. Zahn, Einleitung in das NT, (1897-99) 3i906-07 
(= 11924); Introduction to the NT. Tr. John Moore Trout, et al., from 3rd ed., 
1909; idem, Grundriss der Einleitung in das NT, 1928; C. R. Gregory, Einlei¬ 
tung in das NT, 1909; F. Barth, Einleitung in das NT, (1908) ■^/3l921; 
P. Feine, Einlcitjing in das NT (1913) ’^1935, since *1936 revised by J. Behm, 
®1950 (= 'M956); H. Appel, Einleitung in das NT, 1922; W. Michaelis, 
Einleitung in das NT, (1946) 31961 (with supplement); M. Albertz, Die 
Botschaft des NTs I, 1, 1947; I, 2, 1952. 

Scmi-popular studies: A. Schlatter, Einleitung in die Bibel (1889) ^1923; 
Herm. V. SoDEN, Urchristliche Literaturgeschichte, 1905; The History of Early 
Christian Literature: The Writings of the NT. Tr. J. R. Wilkinson, 1906. Also 
published as: Books of the NT: Contributions to Early Christian Literature, 
1907; C. Clemen, Die Entstehung des NT, 1907; M. Dibelius, Geschichte der 
urchristlichen Literatur, III, 1926; F. Hauck, Die Entste/mng des NTs, 1949. 

Of English and American works the following are cited: B. W. Bacon, An 
Introduction to the NT, 1900; idem. The Making of the NT, 1912; J. Mof- 
FATT, An Introd 7 iction to the Literature of the NT, (1911) 31918; G. Milli¬ 
gan, The NT Documents, Their Origin and Early History, 1913; M. Jones, 
The NT in the 20*'* Century, 1914; A. H. McNeile, An Introduction to the 
Study of the NT (1927) 21953, edited by C. S. C. Williams; E. F. Scott, The 
Literature of the NT, 1932; E. J. Goodspeed, An Introduction to the NT, 
1937; idem. New Chapters in NT Study, 1937; K. and S. Lake, An Introduc- 
tion to the NT, 1937; F. B. Clogg, An Introduction to the NT, 1937; M. S. 
Enslin, Christian Beginnings, 1938; semi-popular: D. W. Riddle-H. H. Hut¬ 
son, NT Life and Literature, 1946; R. Heard, An Introduction to the NT, 
1950; T. Henshaw, NT Literature in the Light of Modern Scholarship, (1952) 
21957; H. F. D. Sparks, The Formation of the NT, 1952; D. Guthrie, The 
Pauline Epistles. NT Introduction, 1961; idem, Hebrews to Revelation. NT 
Introduction, 1962.—French works: F. Godet, Introduction an NT, 1893 £f.; 
Introduction to the NT. Tr. W. Affleck, 1894, 1899; M. Goguel, Introduction 
au NT I-IV, 1/2, 1922-26 (uncompleted);—Dutch works: J. de Zwaan, 
Inleiding tot het Nieuwe Testament I-III, (1941-42) 21948 ; A. F. J. Klijn, 
Inleiding tot het NT, 1961.—Italian works: F. Lo Bue, Che cosa e il NT?, 1954. 

Gath. Literature: R. Cornely, Introductionis in S. Scripturam compen¬ 
dium . . . novis curis retractavit A. Merk II: Introductio specialis in singulos 
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N/Ti libros, 1 ^ 1940 ; A. Schaefer, Eiuleifmtg in das NT, (1898) ^1921, 
edited by M. Meinertz; in place of that reedited by M. Meinertz, ("*1933 ) 
^195 0; F. Gutjahr, Einleitung zn den heiligen Schriften des NT, ®/'^1923; 
J. Belser, Einleitung in das NT, 21905; E. Jacquier, Histoire des livres du NT 
MV, 6-111928-3 5; History of the Books of the NT, Tr. J. Duggan, 1907; 
J. SiCKENBERGER, Kurzgefasste Einleitung in das NT, (1916) 6 / 61939 . h. J. 
Vogels, Gritndriss der Einleitung in das NT, 192 5; H. H6pfl-B. Gut, Intro- 
ductionis in 5. utriusque Testamenti libros coinpendiuvi, Vol. Ill: Introductio 
specialis in NT, ("^1938) ^ 1952 , curavit A. Metzinger; P. Gaecitter, Sumnia 
Introductionis in NT, 1938; K. Th. Schafer, Grundriss der Einleitung in das 
NT, (1938) 21952; A. Wikenhauser, Einleitung in das NT, (1953) ^1961, 
revised by A. Vogtle; NT Introduction. Tr. Joseph Cunningham from 2 nd ed. 
(1956), 1958; Introduction d la Bible II, NT, edited by A. Robert and A. 
Feuillet, 1959. 

6. The literary-critical [literarkritische] way of thinking, with its questions 
about the sources and literary connections of the NT writings, largely dominated 
the research of the nineteenth century. Recently, however, there has appeared 
another way of thinking which in a special sense is a history-of-literature 
[literaturgeschichtliche] way of thinking, which is connected with the thought 
of Herder and OT research, and which above all dedicates its interest to the 
literary forms and style categories [Stilgattungen] in the NT. According to 
this form-critical [formgeschichtlichen] or history-of-tradition [traditions- 
geschichtlichen] formulation of the problem, we do not have to do with the 
literary output of individual authors, but with the prehistory of the form of 
the material which came to them. We have to do with the preliterary origin of 
the primitive Christian tradition after the analogy of the growth of folk tradi¬ 
tion generally (Sitz im Leben), with the setting down of traditional forms in 
primitive Christian literature. The new history-of-literaturc work in NT has 
been influenced not only by the OT scholar H. Gunkel (see RGG^ II, 1958, 
1908 f., WGK, NT, 423, 5 50, note 388) but also by theologians such as G. 
Heinrici {Der literarische Charakter der NTl. Schriften, 1908), A. Deissmann 
(Light from the Ancient East. Tr. Lionel R. M. Strachan, 1910), and scholars 
of antiquity such as U. v. Wilamowitz (Die griech. Literatur des Altertums, in 
Die Knltur der Gegemuart I 8, [1905] ^1924), and E. Norden (Die antike 
Kunstprosa [1898] 2i909-15; also Agnostos Theos [1913] 21926 ). This ap¬ 
proach is still in flux; complete works are still inadequate (see the literary data 
in §1). The history-of-tradition or form-critical view is important for its 
recognition of the primitive Christian literature as an expression of the life of 
primitive Christianity and for insight into its religious motives. But form criti¬ 
cism [die Formgeschichte] will never make the history of literature [die Litera- 
turgeschichte] superfluous as a historical-critical science whose subject is the en¬ 
tire history of the origin of a literature. 

To present the history of the individual writings of the NT in chronological 
sequence and to begin with the Pauline epistles (thus, e.g., A. Julicher, 
M. Meinertz) would be practical in and of itself and suitable to the historical- 
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critical method, which alone is valid for the science of introduction. But since a 
certain dating for almost all other writings of the NT is not possible, it is ad¬ 
visable on grounds of objectivity to retain, upon the whole, the sequence of the 
NT canon, taking up together only Luke and Acts, and proceeding chronologi¬ 
cally with the authentic Pauline epistles. 


PART I 


The Origin of the New Testament Writings 


A. THE NARRATIVE BOOKS 
I. The Synoptic Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles 
54 . Gospel and Gospels 

Concerning this concept cf. J. Schniewind, Euaftgelion. Ursprung und erste Gestalt 
des Degriffs Ev., BFTh II, 13, 25, I, 1927, II, 1931; G. Friedrich, ThWB II, 1935, 
718 ff.; R. Asting, Die Yerkiindigung des Wortes im Urchristentnin, 1939, 300 ff.; 
J. Huby-H. Leon-Dufour, VEvangile et les Evaitgiles, 1954; W. Marxsen, Der 
Evangelist Markus, FRLANT, N.F. 49, 1956, 77 flF.; H. Koster, Synoptische 
Uberlieferung bei den Apostoliscben YMerit, TU 65, 1957, 6 ff.; Bauer, Wb, 628 ff.; 
Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, Lexicon, p. 318; W. Schmauch, EKL II, 1956, 1213 ff.; 
J. Schmid, LThK III, 1959, 125 5 ff.; P. Bonnard, BhHw I, 449 flF.—Concerning the 
literary form cf. K. L. Schmidt, “Die Stellung der Evv. in der allgemeinen Literatur- 
geschichte,” in: Ev)(^apLorT7]ptov, Studien H. Gunkel dargebracht, 1923, II, 50 ff.; 
Albertz, Botschaft (see p. 28) I, 1947, 165 ff.; G. Bornkamm, art. “Evangelien, 
formgeschichtlich,” RGG^ II, 1958, 749 ff. (bibl.). 

Gospel (to euayycAtov, also plural ra crayyeAta) means in Greek “reward 
for the transmission of good news,” but also “the good news” itself. 
“Euangelion” had acquired religious significance in antique oracular cults, 
but chiefly in the cult of the emperor: The appearance of the divine world 
ruler, his accession to the throne, and his decrees are glad tidings (see ThWB 
II, 721 f.). On the calendar inscription from Priene in Asia Minor (c. 9 b.c.), 
it is said of Augustus’ birthday: ijp^ev 8 e tw Kocrpta toJv 8 t* avTov €vayye\i[(Dv rj 
ycrc^Ato?] tou Oeov — “The birthday of the god was for the world the beginning 
of glad tidings, which have gone forth for his sake.” 

In the NT, “gospel” has the special meaning “news of salvation.” At its basis 
lies the verb cvayycAt^ccr^at, Hebrew “bissar,” “to proclaim news of salvation” 
(Isa. 40:9; 52:7; 61:1; Ps. 96:2, etc.). This act of proclaiming the news of 
salvation was firmly connected by Second Isaiah with the messenger of God who 
proclaims the eschatological glad tidings concerning the breaking-in of God’s 
sovereign lordship. In Jesus’ saying (Matt. 11:5), which is directly connected 
with Third Isaiah, “gospel” is the news of salvation, which he himself brings. 
Otherwise in the NT, and above all in Paul, “gospel” means the proclamation 
about Christ and the salvation which has come in him (Rom. 1:1 ff.; I Cor. 
15:1 ff., etc.). And so “gospel” in the NT is always the living word of the 
sermon. Accordingly, “evangelist” is a designation of the wandering preacher 
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(Acts 21:8; Eph. 4:11; II Tim. 4:5). Consequently, €vayyi\iov is always in 
the singular, and when at the beginning of the second century fvayyiXiov began 
to designate the written news of salvation (Did. 15:3 f.; II Clem. 8:5), it was 
always said Iv tm evayyekioK Just., ApoL 66:3, used for the first time the plural 
for the writings which treat the words and deeds of Jesus, his passion and 
resurrection (cv rots . . . aTrofxvrjixovevfxacnv^ a /caActrat euayyeAta) . Even then, 
however, the conception remained alive that Evangel had to do with one mes¬ 
sage of good tidings, and thus one at the end of the second century designated 
a particular Gospel book as evayyiXiov Kara 'Iwdvvrjv (^®®; Iren., Haer, III, ii, 
10 ) or spoke of *‘tertium evangelii librum” (Muratorian Canon, 2). Not until 
in the third century did ‘‘evangelist** receive the meaning of “author of a Gos¬ 
pel** (Hippolytus, Tertullian; cf. ThWB II, 733 ff.). And in view of this 
presupposed unity of the gospel, Tatian, as the first to do so, could still compose 
a harmony of the Gospels, the Diatessaron, after 170 (see below, pp. 369 f. 
and B. M. Metzger, RGG^ II, 769 i.). 

The sequence of the Gospels varies in the early church, in the canonical lists, 
and manuscripts. The sequence which became usual is apparently intended to 
be chronological. It is found in the Muratorian canon, Irenaeus, Origen, etc., 
and in most of the Greek and Syrian manuscripts. In D, W, and Yetns Latina 
the Gospels are put first that bear the names of apostles: Matthew, John, Luke, 
Mark. For further varieties of arrangement see E. Nestle-E. v. Dobschiitz, 
Ehtfiihrung in das Griech, NT, ‘^1923, 9. 

The first three Gospels arc included under the name “synoptic** (from avvoxf/L^, 
“common perspective**). In 1776 J. J. Griesbach introduced the name in his 
Synopse, in which the parallel texts of the three first Gospels are printed next to 
one another for purposes of comparison (see WGK, NT, 88 f.). Indeed, this 
threefold tradition requires a common perspective in order to be understood 
and evaluated in its unity and its diversity. 

In the Synoptic Gospels we meet for the first time a new, distinctive literary 
category [Literaturgattung]. The Gospels, viewed as a literary form, are a new 
creation. They are no biographies after the fashion of the Hellenistic biographies, 
for they lack interest in the external and internal history of the hero, the char¬ 
acter sketch, chronological order, and contemporary historical background. 
Neither do the Gospels belong to ancient memoir literature, in which the stories 
and words collected from the lives of great men were loosely arranged one after 
another, nor to the category of the Hellenistic miracle narratives, in which in 
more or less fixed style the great deeds of ancient miracle workers were glorified. 
The Gospels are not written for the sake of the remembrance of Jesus or for 
the glorification of his miracles, which form only a part of the contents along 
with other things. The leading interest is that of awakening faith and strength¬ 
ening faith. Jesus* sayings and deeds are collected out of his life and repeated 
in the form of simple narrative, in order to show primitive Christian congre¬ 
gations the ground of their faith and to give the mission a firm foundation for 
preaching, instruction, and a'rgument with opponents. The Gospels are books 
for the use of the congregations, for reading in worship, and for use as mission- 
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ary tracts. The writers completely recede behind their subject matter, even if 
they express their theology in their form of the Gospel. It is a question of "small 
literature*’ [Kleinliteratur], not "high literature" [Hochliteratur], and Justin’s 
characterization of the canonical Gospels as "apostolic memoirs" (Just., Apol. 
66,3) is a misunderstanding on the part of the former philosopher. 

Tlie apocryphal gospels stand more strongly under the influence of Hellenistic 
literary forms. Not so much the earlier gospels, of which only fragments are 
preserved, as the later, such as the proto-gospel of James, the childhood narra¬ 
tive of Thomas, etc. The texts are best made accessible by C. Tischendorf, 
Evangelia apocrypha, ^1876; E. Klostermann, Apocrypha I, ^1908 and II, 
^1929 = H. Lietzmann, Kleine Texte 3 und 8; H. B. Swete, Zwei ncue Evan- 
geliefjfragfnente, 1908 = Kleine Texte 31. German translation by E. Hennecke- 
W. Schneemelcher, NH, Apokryphen I, ^1959 Apocrypha, L Gospels and 
Related Writings. Tr. R. McL. Wilson, et al., from 3rded. [1959], 1963). Cf. 
further J. Michl, art. "Apokryphe Evv.," LThK III, 1959 (bibl.). 


§S. The Synoptic Problem 

Synopses: the most clearly arranged is that by W. Rushbrooke, Synopticon, 1880 
(in polychrome edition); the most used is A. Huck, Synopse der drei ersten Evv., ®1936 
(completely reedited by H. Lietzmann); Gospel Parallels. A Synopsis of the First 
Three Gospels (RSV Tr. 1946) (follows Huck-Lietzmann, 9th ed., 1936), 1949. Also: 
Synopsis of the First Three Gospels. 9th ed. Revised by Hans Lietzmann. English edition 
by F. L. Cross, 19 54. Cf. further E. D. Burton-E. J. Goodspeed, A Harmony of the 
Synoptic Gospels in Greek, 1922; B. de Solaces, Synopse Grecque des Evangiles, 1959 
(also with English text; contains in addition to the Synopsis arranged in parallel columns 
an intricate analysis of the linguistic usage of each pericope. Cf. thereto J. Schmid, 
BZ, N.F. 5, 1961, 136 ff.; P. Benoit, RB 67, 1960, 93 ff.); A Greek Synopsis of the 
Gospels: A New Way of Solving the Synoptic Problem. Tr. J. Baissus, 19 59. A good 
schematic survey is given by J. Weiss, Synpt. Tafeln zu den drei dlteren Evv., *1929 
revised by R. SchOtz; good synoptic indexes in Huck-Lietzmann, Synopse, XIII ff.; 
W. Michaelis, Einl., 86 ff. Important linguistic-statistical resources in J. C. Hawkins, 
Horae Synopticae, *1909. 

Studies: On the history of the synoptic problem: The works cited below by H. J. 
Holtzmann, E. Fascher, K. Grobel, L. Vaganay, further J. Schniewind, ThRdsch, 
N. F. 2, 1930, 134 ff.; J. Schmid, ThRv 52, 1956, 49 ff.; X. Leon-Dufour, RScR 42, 
1954, 549 ff.; 46, 1958, 237 ff.; J. Heuschen, RechB II, 1957, 11 ff.; O. E. Evans, 
"Synoptic Criticism since Streeter," ExpT 72, 1960-61, 295 ff.—On source analysis 
and literary criticism: H. J. Holtzmann, Die synpt. Evv., 1863; P. Wernle, Die 
synpt. Frage, 1899; J. Wellhausen, Einleitmig in die drei ersten Evv., *1911; A. 
Harnack, Spriiche und Reden Jesu, Beitrage zur Einl. in das NT II, 1907; The Sayings 
of Jesus (NT Studies II). Tr. J. R. Wilkinson, 1908; B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels, 
1924; W. Bussmann, Synpt. Studien I, 1925, II, 1929, III, 1931; V. Taylor, Behind 
the Third Gospel, 1926; J. Schmid, "Mt. und Lk. Eine Untersuchung des Vcrhiiltnisses 
ihrer Evv.," BSt 23, 2-4, 1930; J. Jeremias, "Zur Hypothese einer schriftlichen Logien- 
quelle," ZNW 31, 1932, 147 ff.; C. C. Torrey, The Four Gospels, 1933; J. H. Ropes, 
The Symoptic Gospels, 1934 (=*1960); K. Grobel, Formgeschichte und synpt. 
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Qnellenanalyse, FRLANT, N.F. 3 5, 1937; E. FIirsch, Friihgeschichte des Ev. 1: Das 
Werden des ML, (1940) ‘‘1951, II: Die Vorlagen des Lk. und das Sofidergut des Mt., 
1941 (thereto E. Haenchen, ThLZ 67, 1942, 129 ff. and E. Hirsch, *Tragestellung 
und Verfahren meincr Friihgeschichte des Ev.,” ZNW 41, 1942, 106 ff.); B. H. Throck¬ 
morton, *'Did Mark Know Q?” JBL 67, 1948, 319 flF.; B. P. W. Stather Hunt, 
Frimitive Gospel Sources, 1951; B. C. Butler, The Originality of St. Matthew, 1951; 
P. Parker, The Gospel before Mark, 1953; H. Helmbold, Vorsynpt. Evv., 1953 
(thereto P. Winter, ZRGG 6, 19 54, 355 ff. and P. Vielhauer, Gn 26, 1954, 460 ff.); 
V. Taylor, “The Order of Q,” JThSt, N. S. 4, 1953, 27 ff.; idem, “The Proto-Luke 
Hypothesis,” ExpT 67, 19 5 5-56, 12 ff.; idem, “Methods of Gospel Criticism,” ExpT 71, 
1959-60, 68 ff.; idem, “The Original Order of Q,” NT Essays in Memory of T, W, 
Manson, 1959, 246 ff.; J. Schmid, “Mk. und der aram. Mt.,” SStW 195 3, 148 ff.; H. G. 
Wood, “The Priority of Mark,” ExpT 65, 1953-54, 17 ff.; F. Bussby, “Is Q an Aramaic 
Document?”, ibid., 272 ff.; J. Levie, “L’evangile aramcen dc S. Matthieu est-il la source 
de Pevangile de S. Marc?”, NRTh 76, 1954, 689 ff., 812 ff.; L. Vaganay, Le probleme 
synoptique, 1954 (thereto J. Schmid, ThRv 52, 1956, 56 ff. and P. Vielhauer, 
ThLZ 80, 1955, 647 ff.); E. L. Bradby, “In Defence of Q,” ExpT 68, 1956-57, 315 ff.; 
A. M. Farrer, “On Dispensing with Q,” StG 1957, 5 5 ff.; La formation des evangiles, 
RechB II, 1957 (contains essays by L. Cerfaux, J. Levie, J. W. Doeve, X. Leon- 
Dufour, N. van Bohemen); F. C. Grant, The Gospels. Their Origin and Their 
Growth, 1957; W. L. Knox, The Sources of the Synoptic Gospels I, St. Mark, 19 53; 
II, St. Luke and St. Matthew, 1957 (thereto R. Bultmann, Gn 30, 1958, 274 ff.); 
G. Bornkamm, art. “Evangelien, synpt.,” RGG ® II, 195 8, 753 ff. (bibl.); H. E. Todt, 
Der Menschensohn in der synpt. Uberliefertmg, 1959, 215 fif. (on Q); Cassian, “The 
Interrelation of the Gospels: Matthew-Luke-John,” StEv, 1959, 129 ff.; N. Turner, 
“The Minor Verbal Agreements of Mt. and Lk. against Mark,” ibid., 223 ff.; S. Petrie, 
“ 'Q’ is Only What You Make It,” NovT 3, 1959, 28 ff.; J. P. Brown, “An Early Revi¬ 
sion of the Gospel of Mark,” JBL 78, 19 59, 215 ff.; T. R. Rosche, “The Words of Jesus 
and the Future of the *Q’ Hypothesis,” JBL 79, 1960, 210 ff.; H. Schurmann, 
“Sprachliche Reminiszenzen an abgeiinderte oder ausgelassene Bestandteile dcr Spruch- 
sammlung im Lk. und Mt.,” NTSt 6, 19 59-60, 193 ff.; W. R. Farmer, “A ‘Skeleton in 
the Closet’ of Gospel Research,” BR 6, 1961, 18 ff.; idein, “Notes on a Literary and 
Form-Critical Analysis of Some of the Synoptic Material Peculiar to Luke,” NTSt 8, 
1961-62, 301 ff.; J. P. Brown, “Mark as Witness to an Edited Form of Q,” JBL 80, 
1961, 29 ff.; A. W. Argyle, “Agreements Between Matthew and Luke,” ExpT 73, 
1961-62, 19 ff.; R. North, “Chenoboskion and Q,” CBQ 24, 1962, 154 ff.; F. W. Beare, 
The Earliest Records of Jesus, 1962; R. S. Cherry, “Agreements Between Matthew and 
Luke,” ExpT 74, 1962-63, 63. On the problems of oral tradition and form criticism: 
Reports of the literature and bibliographies: E. Fascher, Die formgeschichtliche 
Methode, Beih. ZNW 2, 1924; P. Benoit, “Reflexions sur la ‘Formgeschichtliche Me- 
thode,* ” RB 53, 1946, 481 ff. = Exegese ct thcologie I, 1961, 25 ff.; G. Bornkamm, 
see to 5“^; G. Iber, “Zur Formgeschichte der Evv.,” ThRdsch, N.F. 24, 1956-57, 
283 ff.; J. Heuschen, see above.—Most important lit.: Th. Soiron, “Die Logia Jesu,” 
NTA 6, 4, 1916; M. Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Ev. (1919) ^1933 = *1961; 
Frmn Tradition to Gospel. Tr. Bertram Lee Woolf from 2nd ed. (1933), 1935; idetn, 
“Zur Formgeschichte der Evv.,” ThRdsch, N. F. 1, 1929, 18 5 ff.; K. L. Schmidt, Der 
Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, 1919; R. Bultmann, Die Geschichte der synpt. Tradi- 
tion (1921) “1931 = ®1961, Ergiinzungsheft, “1962; The History of the Synoptic Tra¬ 
dition. Tr. John Marsh, 1963; idem. Die Erforscimng der synpt. Evv. (1925), Aus der 
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Welt der Religion, N. F. 1, ^1960; The Study of the Symoptic Gospels in Form Criti¬ 
cism: A New Method of NT Research, Tr. Frederick C. Grant, 1934; M. Albertz, 
Die synpt, Streitgesprache, 1921; G. Bertram, Die Leide?tsgeschichte Jesu nnd der 
Christuskulty FRLANT, N. F. 15, 1922; O. Perels, Die Wunderiiberlieferung der 
Synpt, in ihrem Verhdltnis zur Wortiiberlieferungy 1934; V. Taylor, The Formation 
of the Gospel Tradition, 1933; R. H. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the 
Gospels, 193 5; E. B. Redlich, form Criticism, 1939; L. J. McGinley, Form Criticism 
of the Synoptic Healing Narratives, 1944; G. Schille, “Bemerkungen zur Form- 
gcschichte des Ev.,” NTSt 4, 1957-58, 1 ff., 101 ff.; 5, 1958-59, 1 ff.; H. Riesenfeld, 
The Gospel Tradition and its Beginnings, A Study in the Limits of **Formgeschichte,” 
1957; D. E. Nineham, "Eye-Witness Testimony and the Gospel Tradition,*’ JThSt, 
N. S. 9, 1958, 13 ff., 243 ff.; N. S. 11, 1960, 253 ff.; C. F. D. Moule, "The Intention 
of the Evangelists,” NT Essays in Memory of T, W, Ma7tson, 1959, 165 ff.; B. Ger- 
hardsson, Memory and Manuscript, ASNU 22, 1961, 253 ff.; A. Wilder, "Form- 
History and the Oldest Tradition,” Neotestamentica et Patristica, Freundesgabe O. 
Cullmann, NovTSuppl. 6, 1962, 3 ff.; W. D. Davies, "Reflections on a Scandinavian 
Approach to ‘The Gospel Tradition,*” ibid,, 14 ff.; E. Jungel, "Paulus und Jesus,” 
Hermeneutische Untersuchungen zur Theologie 2, 1962, 290 ff. 

Commentaries on the Synoptic Gospels, see p. 387. 

The synoptic problem is the question about the literary relationship of the 
first three Gospels to one another: How is the remarkable, complex commingling 
of agreements and disagreements among Matthew, Mark, and Luke to be ex¬ 
plained? The state of affairs is all the more striking in that John has no share 
in the matter at all. 


1. The Problem 

1. The contents and the arrangement of the material of the Synoptics arc 
closely related. The course of Jesus’ activity is represented in similar manner. 
To the appearance of the Baptist are joined Jesus’ baptism and temptation and 
his appearance in public. Jesus works until his passion almost only in Galilee, 
and on the whole his appearance takes place according to all in the same sequence. 
Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem, his appearance there, and his trial are quite similarly 
recounted. All three reports close with the Crucifixion and Resurrection. 

Matthew and Luke have much richer material than Mark, but again and 
again all three coincide in their portrayal of the course of Jesus’ activity. Thereby 
they offer no biography in continuous representation. Neither do they seek 
to depict Jesus’ personality but report in popular speech concerning his deeds 
and discourses and the impression which they made. The synoptic representation 
is somewhat anecdotical; it consists of a multitude of separate units of narrative 
and discourse which arc complete in themselves, and which very often are placed 
next to one another without any temporal or spatial connection. Yet there 
are also homogeneous sections, in which material of similar content is placed 
together, e.g., the three controversy discourses (concerning the forgiveness of 
sins, association with sinners, and fasting; Mk. 2:1-22 par.), the Sabbath stories 
(Mk. 2:23—3:6 par.), and the chapter of parables (Mk. 4 par.). Also, the Ian- 
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guage of Jesus is the same throughout the Synoptics, in distinction from John: 
no long discussions, but separate, sharp, characteristic sayings, short discourses 
and fragments of discourses, and therewith the predilection for parables. 

2 . The relationship extends even to the particulars of style and language. 
In the pericope about the authority of Jesus (Mk. 11:27 ff. par.), in the narra¬ 
tive about the healing of the leper (Mk. 1:40 ff. par.), and in the eschatological 
discourse (Mk. 13:5-8, 14-17, 28-32 par.), large parts are similar even to the 
wording. Further examples: Mk. 8:34-36 par.; Mk. 9:1 par.; Mk. 10:13-15 par. 
The same is true for texts of which there are parallels in only two of the Gospels 
(e.g., Mt. 4:18-21 par. Mk. 1:16-19; Mk. 1:21-25 par. Lk. 4:31-35), and 
above all in the discourse sections which only Matthew and Luke have (e.g., 
Mt. 3:7^-10, 12 par. Lk. 3:7^-9, 17; Mt. 23:37-39 par. Lk. 13:34-35; Mt. 
11:4 ff. par. Lk. 7:22 ff.). In many sections which are found in all three Gospels, 
two Gospels agree extensively, whereas the third Gospel diverges (e.g., Mt. 
20:24-28 par. Mk. 10:41-45 against Lk. 22:24-27; Mk. 12:38-40 par. Lk. 
20:46 f. against Mt. 23:6-13). 

3. Out of these agreements the compelling conclusion appears to follow that 
the Synoptics somehow are literarily dependent upon one another. Tlie state of 
affairs is, however, complicated in that the three Gospels also differ strikingly 
from one another in content and form. The infancy narratives of Matthew and 
Luke contradict each other in essential features: In Matthew the birth story is 
told from the standpoint of Joseph, in Luke from that of Mary; in Matthew 
Bethlehem is the home of Jesus’ family, in Luke, Nazareth; the flight to Egypt 
(Mt. 2:13 ff.) cannot be accommodated to Luke, likewise the visit of the Magi 
(Mt. 2:1 ff.). The entirely different genealogies (Mt. 1:1 ff.; Lk. 3:23 ff.) are 
irreconcilable. Even the reports of the Resurrection present no uniform tradition: 
Luke 24 knows only appearances of Jesus in Jerusalem, Matthew 28 in Jeru¬ 
salem and Galilee, and Mark has no report of appearances at all. And in the ma¬ 
terial out of the public activity of Jesus, of which Matthew has twenty-five 
chapters, Luke twenty-one, and Mark only fifteen, there are differences at every 
turn. From Mark the great discourse sections (Sermon on the Mount, the dis¬ 
course sending out the twelve, and the discourse to the Pharisees), and even a 
portion of the parables, are missing almost entirely. But in material for parables 
Matthew and Luke also differ from each other. Matthew presents the discourse 
material in various places in his Gospel in the form of discourse compositions: 
5-7, Sermon on the Mount; 10, discourse sending out the twelve; 12, first 
discourse to the Pharisees; 13, discourse of parables concerning the kingdom of 
God; 18, church discourse; 23, second discourse to the Pharisees; 24-25, escha¬ 
tological discourse. Luke, on the contrary, collects the great mass of discourse 
material, mingled, however, with narrative material, in the sections 6:2-8:3; 
9:51-18:14. Part of the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew is found in Luke in 
other places and in other connections, but still again in quite similar setting. The 
Lukan field discourse (Lk. 6:20 ff.) is, in comparison to Matthew 5-7, strikingly 
short. Finally, each of the three Synoptics has special material which is peculiar 
to it, Matthew and Luke much more than Mark, who indeed is silent even about 
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the childhood of Jesus and the appearances of the Risen One. The special material 
of Matthew and Luke, however, is not seldom closely bound with materials 
which both have in common; cf. Luke’s passion story or the Sermon on the 
Mount in Matthew and Luke. In the pieces which all three Gospels have, occa¬ 
sionally all three agree, often Matthew, Mark against Luke, often Mark, Luke 
against Matthew, and sometimes, however, also Matthew, Luke against Mark. 

How are these strange findings to be explained? 

2. History of the Synoptic Problem 

The problem was not actually recognized until the second half of the 
eighteenth century. Already discrepancies and contradictions had attracted the 
attention of the early church and its opponents, but exposition remained fixed 
upon particulars. Augustine was the first to consider seriously the literary rela¬ 
tionships among the different Gospels. In On the Harmony of the Evangelists 
[De consensu evangelist arum] I, 2 are found historical remarks about the Gos¬ 
pels: Augustine thinks that the Gospels originated in the sequence in which 
they stand in the canon, and that the later Gospels were written not without 
knowledge of the earlier, even if each independently formed the course of his 
narrative. His view that Mark is an abridgment of Matthew (**Mark follows him 
[Matthew] closely and looks as if he were his servant and epitomist” [Marcus 
eum, sc. Matthaeum, subsecutus tamquam pedisequus et breviator eius videtur]) 
anticipated the synoptic criticism of the eighteenth century. 

1. The Primitive Gospel Hypothesis. J. D. Michaelis had been able to explain 
the agreements among the Synoptics only through common use **of several 
apocryphal Gospels” {Introduction, see above, p. 27; III, i, 94 ). Lessing was 
the first who sketched hastily the hypothesis that our Gospels are different 
translations and abridgments of a very old Aramaic apostolic writing, the Gospel 
of the Nazarenes, which still in the fourth century Hieronymus had seen among 
the sect of the Nazarenes (Theses aus der Kirchengeschichte, 1776; *‘New Hy¬ 
pothesis Concerning the Evangelists as Merely Human Historians.” Tr. Henry 
Chadwick. Lessing's Theological Writings, pp. 65-81; cf. WGK, NT, 90 f.). To 
this conception J. G. Eichhorn gave scientific form. At first in his writing 
Vber die drei ersten Evv. (1794), he assumed that each evangelist had used the 
primitive gospel in a different form, but in his EinL in das NT I (1804) he 
developed the hypothesis anew and independently (see WGK, NT, 92 ff.). He 
assumed an Aramaic primitive gospel, and from this primitive writing he 
derived nine different gospel writings, which, among other sources, were sup¬ 
posed to lie at the basis of our Gospels. Eichhorn*s hypothesis was too artificial 
and worked with too many unknown quantities to be able to win, as it was 
presented, permanent approval. But it paved the way for the recognition that 
our canonical Gospels represent the culmination of a literary process, and the 
supposition of a common source for Matthew and Luke was the first insight 
into the necessity of the hypothesis of a sayings source. 

2. The Fragment or **Dicgesen” Flypothesis. Already H. E. G. Paulus had 
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assumed that Matthew and Luke had grown out of sketches (memorabilia) of 
single days of Jesus’ activity. Schleiermacher accepted these views (Vber die 
Schrifien des Lk., ein kritischer Verzuchy 1817). He conjectured that the origi¬ 
nal narrators, therefore the apostles, as well as their hearers, had already noted 
down isolated sayings and deeds of Jesus. Outside of Palestine a strong demand 
made itself felt for such sketches (“Diegesen” [from Lk. 1:1], as 

Schleiermacher said), especially as the first generation began to die out. Thus 
the recorders soon became collectors. The one compiled miracle stories, the other 
discourses, and a third perhaps narratives out of the stories of the Passion and 
Resurrection. From these collections our Gospels arose. Here flashed the im¬ 
portant recognition that the Synoptics contain edited, collected materials of 
different origin, whose origin was connected with the practical needs of the 
primitive Christian churches. But Schleiermacher’s hypothesis does not explain 
the agreement of the Gospels in their sequence and wording. It is on this 
account, also, that W. Knox’s attempt to prove as the foundation of the Syn¬ 
optics a large number of **tracts” arranged according to content is in no wise 
convincing (see Bultmann’s criticism). It was still more important that Schleier¬ 
macher in his investigation, Vber die Xengnme des Papias von nnsern ersten 
beiden Evv. (1832), expressed the conjecture that in our Matthew a collection 
of Jesus’ sayings going back to the apostle Matthew was embodied, whereby the 
hypothesis of a sayings source appeared again in the field of vision. 

3. The Tradition Hypothesis. If Eichhorn had derived a literary hypothesis 
from Lessing’s idea of a primitive gospel, so Herder, following Lessing, supposed 
an oral primitive gospel which arose out of isolated pieces (Vom Erldser der 
Menschen, Nach unsern drei ersten Evv, . . . Nebst einer Regel der Xiisammen- 
stimmung unserer Evv, aus ibrer EntsteJmng und Ordnungy 1796-97; see WGK 
NT, 94 ff.). Then J. C. L. Gieseler gave a firm form to this hypothesis (Histo- 
riscb-kritischer Yersuch iiber die Entstehung und die friihesten Schicksale der 
schriftlichen Evv,y 1818). According to Gieseler, very soon a uniform oral 
gospel developed spontaneously among the apostles in Jerusalem for the purpose 
of preaching. This primitive type of oral gospel tradition was transmitted in 
Aramaic but then also received two different Greek forms, upon which the 
Synoptics were dependent. To this hypothesis is still related J. W. Doeve’s theory 
that behind our Gospels lies the single narrative which was handed down in 
connection with the exegesis of OT texts (in the RechB II, 1957). Also Stather 
Hunt places at the beginning of the gospel formation the connection of Jesus- 
reports with OT prophecy. Gieseler’s hypothesis does represent a correct concep¬ 
tion: Doubtless a period of oral tradition did precede the writing down of the 
Gospels, within which the transition from the Aramaic to the Greek language 
took place. But the supposition of oral tradition alone cannot solve the com¬ 
plicated problem of the parallels and contradictions in the Synoptics, all 
the less since Luke explicitly speaks of predecessors in the sphere of written 
reports (1:1). 

4. The Utilization Hypothesis. The three theories depicted above presuppose 
that the Synoptics arose without direct literary connection with one another. 
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But the contacts among the three Gospels are so close that the hypothesis of a 
literary dependence, which Augustine had already advocated, has also been 
repeatedly defended. Although all theoretically possible combinations have 
found their supporters (see the account by Hopfl-Gut, Intr., 172), only three 
views have been able seriously to hold their ground. 

a) The sequence accepted by Augustine, Matthew-Mark-Luke, is advocated 
until this day (Zahn, Schlatter, Butler, Farmer), mostly, however, in a modified 
form, which views Mark as dependent upon a preliminary stage of Matthew 
(see below, p. 40). 

b) The supposition of the sequence Matthew-Luke-Mark, the so-called 

Griesbach hypothesis, was established by J. J. Griesbach (Treatise in Which 
the Entire Gospel of Mark Is Shown to Be Extracted from the Works of Mat- 
thew and Luke [Commentatio qua Marci evangelium totuni e Matthaei ct 
Lucae commentariis decerptum esse nwnstratur], 1789). Here Mark, as by Au¬ 
gustine, is considered as the epitomist of Matthew, but also Luke is regarded 
as the “Vorlage” of Mark. As the most notable evidence for this view, F. Bleek 
in his A71 Introduction to the NT (Tr. William Urwick from 2nd ed. [1866], 
1869, I, 259, with reference to lectures of 1822) cites Mk. 1:32 par.: Mark: 
6\I/La<: Se yevofiiin^^y ore eSvaer 6 is composed out of Mt. 8:16, 6ipia<: 8e 

yeyojuany^ and Lk. 4:40, Surorro? 8e rov yXiov, De Wette, Bleek, and Baur’s School 
followed this hypothesis; but the hypothesis must assume too many improba¬ 
bilities and fails to recognize the literary independence of Mark. 

c) The sequence Mark—Matthew -j- Luke, that is, the priority of Mark to 
Matthew and Luke, was already occasionally advocated in the eighteenth cen¬ 
tury (J. B. Koppe, 1782; G. C. Storr, 1786). Later on the philologian C. Lach- 
mann made the observation during his work on the primitive text of the NT 
(see below, p. 380) that Matthew and Luke agree with each other in sequence 
only when they have the same sequence as Mark. From that he concluded that 
Mark reproduced the tradition closest to the original. Further, Matthew com¬ 
bined with the Markan material a collection of sayings ("Concerning the 
Sequence of the Narratives in the Synoptic Gospels” ["De ordine narrationum 
in evangeliis synopticis”], ThStKr 8, 1835, 570 ff.; see WGK, NT, 180 f.). 
Shortly thereafter C. G. Wilke and H. Weisse at the same time (1838), but 
independently of each other, pointed out that Mark represents the common 
source for the narrative material of Matthew and Luke. Weisse supplemented this 
statement through the hypothesis that Matthew and Luke combined with Mark 
a source of Jesus* sayings which was common to them (see WGK, NT, 181 ff.). 
The two-source theory, which was thereby established, then found in H. J. 
Holtzmann its most active defender (cf. WGK, NT, 18 5 ff.). Like many ad¬ 
vocates of the two-source theory after him, Holtzmann originally assumed a 
primitive Mark [Urmarkus] as a source for Matthew and Luke. This primitive 
Mark, however, was different from our Mark. 

The two-source theory has obtained wide recognition In the last hundred 
years (even among Catholic scholars); cf. recently, e.g., Jiilicher, Albertz, Feine- 
Bchm, Michaelis, McNeile-Williams, Henshaw, Heard, Klijn, Johnson, Filson, 
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Schniewind, Geldenhuys, Perry, Bornkamm, Vielhauer, Schmid, Grant, Dc 
Solages, Bradby, Beare, and others. Nonetheless, two facts have frequently 
caused the correctness of this hypothesis to be questioned by many scholars. 

a) Luke offers not only extensive special material but also often diverges 
strikingly from Mark in the texts which are common with Mark, above all in 
the passion story. It has therefore been supposed that Luke took up, in addition 
to Mark and the sayings source, an additional narrative source (Schlatter, 
Rengstorf, Grundmann), or at least a special passion report (Klijn, Schiirmann, 
Rehkopf, Tyson; see the lit. to §8), or that Luke incorporated the Markan 
material into a Proto-Luke which had already been combined with the sayings 
source (Streeter, Taylor, J. Jeremias, Evans, De Zwaan, Perry, Henshaw, Grant; 
see the lit. to 58). 

b) Papias declares in his notice concerning the Gospel of Matthew that 
Matthew joined together the Logia in the Hebrew language and each person 
translated them as best he could (Eus., EH III, 39, 16; see below, pp. 43, 85). 
From this statement it was concluded that there must have been an Aramaic gos¬ 
pel of apostolic origin, and it was firmly maintained that also the agreements be¬ 
tween Matthew and Luke against Mark in the Markan material led back to a 
common source for all three Synoptics. Benoit and Vaganay therefore advocated 
the thesis that a Matthew which was translated into Greek in different ways 
was used by all three Synoptics. Matthew and Luke besides that used the Greek 
Mark and a special source which was composed as a supplement to the Aramaic 
Matthew. The canonical Matthew, however, is the best witness for the Aramaic 
Matthew, whereas Mark abbreviated the Aramaic Matthew and added to it 
particulars from the Roman preaching of Peter. Parker set forth a similar hy¬ 
pothesis, according to which Mark also is thought to be dependent upon the 
primitive Aramaic gospel which is best reproduced by Matthew. Whereas 
Vaganay’s form of the hypothesis of an Aramaic primitive Matthew is widely 
rejected (e.g., by Levie in RechB II, Schmid, Leon-Dufour, Wikenhauser, Viel¬ 
hauer, Bornkamm), other scholars, too, have postulated a written or oral 
Aramaic gospel lying behind the three Synoptics (Cerfaux in RechB II, Leon- 
Dufour, Levie). 

Besides these two forms of a modified two-source theory, Streeter, Bussmann, 
Hirsch, Helmbold, Grant, and others have advocated various “multiple source 
theories” (Grant), which have met with no broader approval, above all not 
the especially arbitrary views of Hirsch and Helmbold. In §§6-8 we shall speak 
of the sources which are peculiar to each of the Synoptic Gospels. 

5 . The Prehistory of the Gospel Material. In addition to this literary-critical 
[literarkritisch] view of the Synoptics, which prevailed above all in the nine¬ 
teenth century, but which up to the present again and again has assumed new 
forms, scholarship also since the end of the eighteenth century was paying at¬ 
tention to the history of the oral tradition of the gospel material (see above, 
p. 38 for the Tradition Hypothesis, and cf. the ideas of C. Weizacker and 
F. Ovcrbcck in WGK, NT, 208 ff., 256 ff.). At the beginning of our century, 
especially W. Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evv, (1901), and J. Well- 
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hausen in his commentaries on the Synoptic Gospels (1903-04), called attention 
to the influence of the community’s faith upon the formation and transforma¬ 
tion of the synoptic tradition and to the theology of the individual evangelists 
(see WGK, NT, 362 ff., 3 59 ff.). But a methodical investigation of the gospel 
tradition was first undertaken after World War I by the so-called form- 
critical [formgeschichtlich] approach to the Gospels (see WGK, NT, 419 fi.). 
It carried over to the synoptic tradition observations which had been made by 
the history-of-literature [literargeschichtlichen] investigation in other areas, 
above all in the OT literature (H. Gunkel, H. Gressmann). Folk tradition fol¬ 
lows strict laws in the reproduction and formation of its materials, materials 
which differ according to literary category [Gattung]: fairy tale, saga, histori¬ 
cal narrative, song, saying with this or that object in view, etc. That holds 
true also for the single, small units of tradition out of which the Gospels or 
their literary predecessors coalesced. To analyze units form-critically and to 
classify them correctly means at the same time to find criteria for their historical 
origin, for the individual form or category is no creation of accident or free 
invention, but arises under certain historical conditions—it has a *‘Sitz im 
Leben” (Gunkel). K. L. Schmidt prepared the way for the form-critical inves¬ 
tigation of the synoptic material through his proof that in Mark the framework 
of the narrative is the work of the author. Therefore, no original continuous 
narrative lies at its basis, but a loosely joined-together collection of separate 
stories and separate sayings, which previously had circulated independently. 
Dibelius and Bultmann, and their followers Albertz, Bertram, Taylor, Grant, 
Lightfoot, J. Jeremias, and others, have carried out in detail the form-critical 
approach to the traditional materials of the Gospels. The basic results were the 
classification of these materials by Dibelius into parables and sayings of various 
forms, paradigms [pronouncement stories—Taylor], Novellcn [tales or miracle 
stories], cult and personal legends; by Bultmann into apophthegmata (l.e., 
units whose point constitutes a Jesus-saying set in a brief frame), unframed say¬ 
ings of the Lord, parables, miracle stories, historical narratives, and legends. 
Only the passion narrative was shaped early as a connected account. The first 
impetus to the formation and transmission of the evangelical tradition arose 
from the primitive Christian preaching and not from interest in a biography of 
Jesus. The oldest traditional material was variously modified through motives 
of dogma and apologetics, of exhortation and church discipline, within the 
Palestinian or the Hellenistic church, and also through acceptance of strange 
material out of the surrounding world, which originally had nothing to do 
with Jesus, as well as through incorporation of geographical and chronological 
data. The collection of this separate material into (possible) preliterary group¬ 
ings and their incorporation according to the peculiar theological motives of 
each evangelist into the literary form of the Gospel (a form created by Mark) 
represents, therefore, the second stage of the history of the synoptic tradition. 

The form-critical view of the Gospels has gained wide acceptance in its basic 
features, but has also met with opposition in principle and with widespread 
repudiation of the historical judgments which are connected with it (see the 
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report by Iber). Very recently Riesenfeld and Gerliardsson have wanted to 
prove false the presupposition of form criticism that the formation of the 
tradition took place within the community. They contend, on the contrary, that 
the narrative- and sayings-tradition goes back to Jesus himself. In analogy to 
the rabbinic teacher-pupil relationship, Jesus delivered to his disciples in 
fixed formulation material which they in turn were to hand down. Against 
that, Nineham, Wilder, and Davies have rightly objected that neither was 
Jesus a rabbi nor was the primitive church the bearer of a “holy Word.” 
Rather, before the Gospels were formed, the traditional material was doubtless 
shaped and reshaped by the community. This does not mean, however, that 
the tradition, or a part of it, could not, in its primary stages, rest upon the 
testimony of eyewitnesses. The correctness of the starting point of the form- 
critical investigation is, therefore, in no way proved false. 

On the other hand, the research of the last decade has correctly and newly 
raised the question about the theological and literary presuppositions and 
tendencies controlling the formation of each individual Gospel (“Redaktions- 
geschichte”). We must, however, consider this problem in connection with our 
discussion of the individual Synoptic Gospels. 

The way to the form-critical view of the gospel material can only be 
traversed backward, because first of all we must raise the literary-critical ques¬ 
tions about the connection of the Synoptics among themselves and about the 
possible sources behind our Gospels. Not until then can we put the query about 
the material worked up in these sources. 

3. Attempt at a Solution of the Synoptic Problem 

We shall most easily find the way to a solution of the synoptic problem if we 
proceed from the results which have been assured to some extent by tradition 
and research, and then attempt to press forward through the region of the 
probable to the borders of the recognizable. First of all, there are three negative 
statements to make. 

1 . The original wording of the Synoptic Gospels is not for certain preserved. 
Their text in the first two centuries had not yet been established as sacrosanct. 
In connection with their dissemination by means of practical use in worship, 
instruction, and missions, no importance was laid upon literally exact reproduc¬ 
tion. For that reason the Gospels not only underwent various changes spon¬ 
taneously, but also intentional expansions, cuts, or assimilation of the one 
Gospel to the other. Thus the Lukan text used by Marcion appears already to 
have been assimilated to the Matthean and Markan texts. Also dogmatic cor¬ 
rections can be followed back into the second century, e.g., in Mt. 1:16; 11:27. 
Since the text of the Synoptics consequently cannot be restored with certainty 
in respect to each word, it often cannot be determined in particular where 
agreements and variations between two or three Synoptics are original or only 
the consequence of a textual revision. 
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2 . The oldest tradition about the origin of Matthew and Mark is the reports 
of Papias handed down by Eus., EH III, 39,1 5 f. Now certainly the interpretation 
of the terms used by Papias to characterize Matthew and Mark, and thus 
the translation of the text, is extremely controversial. It is, therefore, method¬ 
ologically improper in connection with the elucidation of the literary relations 
of the Synoptics to one another, and the origin of Matthew and Mark, to begin 
with the data of Papias, as is so often done even today. For it can easily be shown 
that Papias had no clear knowledge which allows us to understand more cer¬ 
tainly the origin of Matthew or Mark than does the investigation of the Gospels 
themselves. Papias, whose dates even are disputed (see the lit. in B. Altaner- 
A. Stuiber, Pafrology, Tr. Hilda C. Grael from 5th ed. [1958], 1960, 113, and 
E. Bammel, RGG^ V, 1961, 47 f.), stated in the introduction to his writing, 
**Aoytojv KvpiaKwv presumably written in the first quarter of the second 

century, that he above all had investigated the oral tradition of the Lord, and 
had ascertained what the presbyters (enumerated by name) and the disciples of 
the Lord had said, **and what Aristion and the presbyter John, the Lord’s disci¬ 
ples, were saying” (Eus., EH III, 39,3 f.). Later we shall go into this prooimion 
more exactly (see 532,3). Here the statement will suffice that Papias 

appeals to a John with the title 6 Trpeo-^uTcpo^, and this authority is probably 
meant (see Eus., EH III, 39,14) when he introduces the statements about Mark 
and Matthew with the phrase, "Kat tovO* 6 Trpccr^vTcpos eAcyev”: 

Mark was the interpreter (IpfxrjvcvT^^) of Peter and wrote down accurately, though 
not in order (rd^et), that which he remembered of what was said or done by the Lord. 
He had, of course, neither heard the Lord nor did he follow him, but later, as I said, 
Peter. The latter adapted his teaching to the needs of the moment (tt^o? rd? 
but not as if he wanted to make a compilation of the Lord’s sayings (KvpLaKtov AoytW), 
so that Mark made no mistake when he wrote down some things as he remembered 
them. He intended only one thing, to omit or falsify nothing which he had heard. . . . 
Matthew compiled the reports in the Hebrew language (‘E/^pacSt StaAe/erw), and each 
one interpreted {yppL7]V€V(T€v) them as best he could. 

In the notice concerning Mark it is clear that Papias allows himself to add 
his own interpretation to the one sentence taken over from the presbyter. What 
the presbyter had said about Mark is twofold: 1) Mark as of Peter 

wrote down Peter’s statements from memory; 2) in spite of his care, this 
record docs not correspond to the of the sayings and deeds of Jesus. Tlic 
presbyter, therefore, knows that Mark has written his Gospel as a pupil of 
Peter and that this Gospel is reproached because of its lack of order. Papias 
excuses Mark by the unsystematic manner of teaching of Peter, his authority, 
and attests Mark’s care in the reproduction of that which he has heard. In con¬ 
nection with the interpretation of the presbyter’s sentence there are at least two 
things questionable: a) how the relation between Peter and Mark is conceived 
(what is the meaning of €p/x7/rcvr^9?); and b) why Mark is charged with lack of 
Td^i9. That Peter made use of an interpreter for his preaching is improbable. 
Therefore, attempts have frequently been made to interpret ep/xT/i/eur^s as 
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^‘middleman” (e.g., J. Behm, ThWB II, 1935, 659, note 3; J. Kiirzinger, **Das 
Papiaszeugnis und die Erstgestalt des Mt.,” BZ, N.F. 4, 1960, 27). But, in view 
of the formulation of the sentence about Matthew, that is hardly possible. 
Whether the presbyter was, therefore, correctly instructed concerning the rela¬ 
tionship of Mark to Peter is at the least an open question (see below, p. 68). 
The missing rd^ts of Mark in relation to the story of Jesus, however, compares 
Mark either with the course of Jesus* life known to the presbyter from another 
quarter or with another Gospel (that is supposed to indicate the “literary 
artistic form*’ [Kiirzinger, loc, r/7.] is extremely improbable in view of the 
reference to sayings and deeds of Jesus). Since the presbyter hardly could have 
had an independent knowledge of the sequence of Jesus* work, Mark is prob¬ 
ably compared with another Gospel, most probably with the Gospel most influ¬ 
ential at the end of the first century, with Matthew (hardly with Luke; so 
J. Munck, “Das Mt. bei Papias,** Neotestavjcntica et Vatrhtica, Freundesgabe 
O. Cullmann, NovT Suppl.6, 1962, 250). But from that it does not follow 
that Matthew really offers a chronologically better order, and the notice of 
the presbyter is also hardly helpful at this point. All the more the attached 
defense of Mark by Papias betrays no better knowledge of the literary relations, 
and we cannot avoid this judgment by making Papias speak, against the clear 
sense of the text, not of Mark, but of the sayings source Q (R. G. Heard, 
NTSt 2, 195 5-56, 114 ff.), or of Markan additions to a report written by 
Peter (T. Y. Mullins, “Papias on Mark’s Gospel,” VC 14, 1960, 216 ff.). 

And it stands no better with the notice about Matthew. Because our Matthew 
doubtless is no translation out of the Aramaic, the statement of Papias has often 
been referred, since Schleiermacher (see above, p. 38), to the hypothetical 
sayings source Q, or recently to an Aramaic primitive gospel. But there can be 
no serious doubt that Papias (or the presbyter, that is unclear) means the 
canonical Matthew (ra Aoyta designates the Jesus-reports; see most recently J. 
Munck, “Presbyters and Disciples of the Lord in Papias,” HarvThR 52, 1959, 
228, and Kiirzinger, /or. r/L, 37 f.), and on grounds unknown to us assumes 
behind it an Aramaic primitive text. If this understanding proves true (and the 
proposal of Kiirzinger to make Papias speak, not of Matthew’s Aramaic language, 
but of Matthew’s Jewish manner of representation, is hardly acceptable), then 
likewise this notice docs not correspond to the literary facts of the case. But 
Papias as “the first Christian man of letters” (M. Dibclius, art. “Papias,” RGG^ 
IV, 1930, 892 f.) applies in any event false standards to the Gospels. It is there¬ 
fore advisable to leave Papias’ notices, in spite of their great age, out of con¬ 
sideration with respect to the investigation of the literary connections of the 
Synoptic Gospels. 

3. Aramaic predecessors of the Greek gospel writings. It is indisputable that 
originally there was only oral transmission of the narratives and sayings of 
Jesus. The primitive language of this oral tradition was Aramaic. Yet our 
Gospels written in Greek show clearly the foundation of Aramaic tradition. 
According to all probability, the stream of oral tradition, first the Aramaic, 
then also the Greek, remained long in circulation, even after it had come to a 
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fixed written tradition. It is therefore extremely probable that material out of 
the oral tradition has flowed in even to the Synoptic Gospels and that therefore 
even in the later Gospels must be recognized influences out of the Aramaic oral 
tradition or from the translation variants which go back to this tradition. 

On the other hand, there is no reason to hold Eichhorn’s hypothesis, which 
Torrey renewed, that the Synoptics are all translations of Aramaic primitive 
writings, because the numerous alleged mistakes in translation are only partly 
convincing and can be no proof for the translation of entire Gospels out of the 
Aramaic. But above all, the literary relationship of the Synoptics to one another 
can be made understandable only as a relationship among Greek texts, and for 
Mark nothing points to a translation out of the Aramaic (cf. the dependence 
upon the Greek OT in Mk. 7:6 ff., and E. J. Goodspeed, **Greek Idiom in the 
Gospels,” JBL 63, 1944, 87ff.). Papias’ notice about Matthew, however, can¬ 
not secure the hypothesis of an Aramaic gospel source (see above, p. 44). 
Aramaic predecessors of our Gospels are, therefore, only to be accepted with cer¬ 
tainty for the oral tradition (see the account of research by F. Rosenthal, Die 
aramaisthche Forschung scit Th, Noldeke^s Veroffeutlichungen, 1939, 11 Iff., 
the lit. in J. Schmid, LThK I, 1957, 798 f., and the comprehensive presentation 
by M. Black, Aw Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, ^ 1954 ). 

4. A comparison of all three Synoptics with one another is astonishing 
chiefly because of the extensive agreement in the range of material between 
Matthew-Mark and Luke-Mark. Only three short reports (Mk. 4:26-29, parable 
of the self-growing seed; 7:31-37, healing of a deaf mute; 8:22-26, the blind 
man of Bethsaida) and three very short texts (3:20 f., the relatives regard Jesus 
as beside himself; 9:49, salt with fire; 14:51 f., the fleeing youth) of Mark are 
found neither in Matthew nor in Luke, which signifies that the material of 
Mark is encountered almost completely either in Matthew Luke or in Matthew 
or in Luke. This observation, which is based solely upon an examination of the 
pericopes, is confirmed by vocabulary statistics: In the sections which are 
common to Matthew and/or Luke, 8,189 of the 10,650 words of Mark are 
found in the two other Gospels also (7,040 in Luke and 7,768 in Matthew; see 
De Solages, 1049-52). Matthew and Luke, therefore, coincide extensively with 
Mark in the material which is common to all three. 

If, moreover, Mark were the source for Matthew and Luke, then one can com¬ 
pletely understand the omission by Matthew and Luke of the small pieces of the 
Markan special material: the two healings (because of their magical manipula¬ 
tions) and the attitude of Jesus’ relatives are offensive; Mk. 9:49 is incomprehen¬ 
sible; the notice of 14:51 f. is no longer of interest; only the omission of the 
parable of the seed is inexplicable; nevertheless, Mt. 13:24 ff. has for it in this 
place of the Markan framework the parable of the weeds among the wheat. 
That Matthew and Luke must have had a source very similar to Mark surely 
follows from the comparison of the range of material. For the dependence of 
Mark upon Matthew or Luke, or of Matthew upon Luke, or of Luke upon 
Matthew, is unthinkable, since the extensive omissions, which then must be 
admitted, cannot be explained. 
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5. The comparison of the sequence of the narratives in the Gospels is deci¬ 
sive: Within the material common with Mark, Matthew and Luke agree in 
sequence only so far as they agree with Mark; where they diverge from Mark 
each goes his own way. 

E.g., Mk. 2, 3 par., all three accounts first of all go together (Mk. 2:1-22; 
Mt. 9:1-17; Lk. 5:17-39). With 9:18, however, Matthew digresses, and presents 
several healings, the sending-out discourse (9:3 5-10:42), sections about Jesus 
and the Baptist, exclamations of woe, joy, and salvation (ch. 11), all pieces 
which Luke has also, but in various other places. Mk. 2:23-3:6 agrees again basi¬ 
cally with Mt. 12:1-14 and Lk. 6:1-11; but now Luke diverges with his Sermon 
of the Plain (6:20-49) and the material of 7:1-8:3, whereas the two others, 
apart from Mk. 3:13-19 and Mt. 12:33-45, remain together. Not until 8:4 does 
Luke return to the pericope succession of Matthew and Mark. 

This fact, that Mark in respect to sequence represents the common ground 
for Matthew and Luke, was first recognized by Lachmann (see above, p. 39), 
who, upon that basis, postulated a primitive gospel best preserved by Mark. If, 
from Lachmann’s correct observation, later scholars drew the conclusion that 
Mark itself is this common ground, that is no **Lachmann-fallacy** (Butler, 
Farmer), provided that the divergence of Matthew and Luke from Mark in 
sequence can be made understandable, but not the divergence of Mark from 
Matthew and Luke. 

But such is the case. Since from Mk. 6:7 on, Matthew and Luke seldom ever 
diverge from the Markan sequence, though in completely different places of 
the Markan sequence they show striking additions over against Mark (excep¬ 
tion Lk. 22:21-23, 56-66), only the sequence of the sections of Matthew and 
Luke which are parallel to Mk. 1:1-6:6 is to be tested. 

There it follows easily that Luke shows only four divergences from the 
Markan sequence: 

Lk. 

3:1-4:15 
,4:16-30 


4:31-44 

5:1-11 

5 : 12 - 6:11 

6:12-16 

6:17-19 


8:4-18 

8:19-21 

8:22-56 


Mk. 

1:1-15 
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a) The rejection of Jesus in Nazareth (Mk. 6:1-6) is made into a program¬ 
matic scene at the beginning of Jesus’ activity; b) the call of the disciples (Mk. 
1:16-20) is placed after Jesus’ activity because here the reaction of those 
called is so much more plausible; c) the call of the twelve (Mk. 3:13-19) is 
placed before the report about the rush to Jesus (Mk. 3:7-12), because thus 
the hearers are obtained for the Sermon on the Plain (Lk. 6:20 ff.), which Luke 
has added; d) the change of position of the rejection of Jesus’ family (Mk. 
3:31-3 5) after the discourse of parables creates the necessary multitude for the 
scene. In all four cases, therefore, Luke’s changes in Mark’s sequence are easily 
explicable. Moreover, particular features show that Luke had before him Mark’s 
sequence: Lk. 4:23 speaks of miracles which took place in Capernaum, about 
which Luke, however, does not report until 4:31 ff., because Mk. 6:1 ff. is placed 
before Mk. 1:21 ff. par. Lk. 4:31 ff. In Lk. 4:38 Simon is named, whose call¬ 
ing Luke does not relate until 5:1 ff. (put in a different place from Mk. 1:16 ff.). 

Basically, Matthew diverges from the Markan sequence only in two ways: 


Mk. Mt. 

1:1-20 3:1-4:22 



a) Matthew makes a series of Jesus’ ten miraculous healings follow the 
conclusion to the first great discourse of Jesus (Mt. 5—7), and on that account 
he collected together in chapters 8 and 9 the miracles which are scattered in 
the first half of Mark (Mk. 1:29 ff.; 4:35 ff.; 5:21 ff.). b) Matthew joins to 
these miracle chapters a sending-out discourse (10:5 ff.), to whose introduction 
he brought forward the call of the twelve (Mk. 3:13 ff.). Here, too, the change 
of Mark’s sequence may be recognized in particular features: Both contro¬ 
versy discourses (Mt. 9:9-17) are out of place in the miracle cycle of Matthew 
and are to be explained only by the fact that these pericopes in Mark followed 
here. Very significant also is the comparison of the parable chapter, Mk. 4:1-34, 
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with Mt. 13:1-52, because the insertion of Mt. 13:36-52 into the Markan text, 
while maintaining the Markan sequence, has the consequence that the interpreta¬ 
tion of the parable of the weeds (Mt. 13:36 ff.) is separated from the text of 
the parable (Mt. 13:24-30) by the parables in Mt. 13:31-33 and a discourse 
conclusion (Mt. 13:34 f.); and in Mt. 13:51 f. a second discourse conclusion 
follows. 

The reverse hypothesis that Mark has changed the sequence of Matthew or 
Luke cannot be made intelligible in any of the cases enumerated (Wood adduces 
other examples). Hence, not only Griesbach’s hypothesis, according to which 
Mark made excerpts from both of the other Synoptics, but also the supposition 
that Mark used and abridged either Matthew or Luke, are refuted. 

6. Decisive for the recognition of Mark’s priority over Matthew and Luke, 
however, is the comparison of language and subject matter. For the strong agree¬ 
ment in wording among the Synoptics in the text which is common with Mark 
(see above, p. 36) indeed proves in the first instance only that there must be a 
literary connection. But if we compare in particular the linguistic usage of 
Matthew and Luke with that of Mark, we see that Matthew and Luke often 
change, in similar or different manner, the folk- and Semitically colored text 
of Mark to better Greek, or also that only Matthew or Luke undertakes such a 
change (cf. the substitution for Kpa^aTo^ Mk. 2:4 ff. of KXivr) [Mt.] or kXlvlSlov 
[Lk.], or the change of the difficult construction tl outos outw? AaAct; pXao-tjyrjiJLel 
[Mk. 2:7] in differing manner by Matthew and Luke; lists of such changes in 
Wernle [see lit. to f ^ ^*5 Hawkins [see lit. to §5], 

131 ff.). That in all of these instances Mark is primary cannot be doubted, and 
already, therefore, is Vaganay’s thesis untenable: Mark expanded, by means of 
details out of Peter’s oral preaching, the text which Matthew better preserves 
of the Aramaic Matthew which lies at the basis of Matthew and Mark. 

More decisive than these purely linguistic changes of the Markan text are, 
however, the indications of changes in subject matter. In Mt. 3:16 evOv^ before 
aviprj airo tov vSaro'? is not understandable, but is easily explained by Mk. 1:10 
evOvf; avapaivwv . . . elSev, In Mt. 9:2 the reason for the remark, *'Jesus saw their 
faith,” is not to be recognized, but Mk. 2:4 reports about the completely un¬ 
usual undertaking of bringing the sick one to Jesus through the dug-up roof, 
a feature which Matthew has obviously omitted. In Mt. 14:1 we read the correct 
title TeTpadpxq^ for Antipas instead of the popular ^aatAevs (Mk. 6:14), in spite 
of which Mt. 14:9 uses /SaaiXev^ = Mk. 6:26, which is understandable only as 
an oversight in connection with the taking over of the Markan text. Yet more 
striking is the substitution for Mk. 10:18 tl p.e Aeyct? dyaOov of the inoffensive 
TL p.e ipoiTa^ Trepl tov dyadov in Mt. 19:17, and the strengthening of the 
iOepanevo-ev ttoAAov? (Mk. 1:34) by Travra? (Mt. 8:16) and evl cKacrTw (Lk. 
4:40). And, as here, so Luke appears also in other places as secondary: Instead of 
the unclear statement of the subject, **And as he sat at table in his house” (Mk. 
2:15), Lk. 5:29 offers the elucidation, **And Levi made him a great feast in 
his house.” In Lk. 23:18 it is not understandable why the crowd suddenly asks 
for the release of Barabbas (his person is not identified until in the following 
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verse), but from Luke even the allusion to Pilate’s custom of releasing a prisoner 
is missing (Mk. 15:6 f.). 

Upon the basis of all these facts it follows from a comparison of the mate- 
rial common to all three Synoptics that Mark was used as a source by Matthew 
and Luke. 

7. But is it really Mark and not a source which also lay before Mark which 
Matthew and Luke as well as Mark used? Lachmann and H. J. Holtzmann had 
indeed supposed the dependence of Matthew and Mark upon a preliminary stage 
of Mark, and the hypothesis of a '‘primitive Mark” [Urmarkus] which underlay 
Matthew and Luke in different form has since often been advocated (see older 
advocates in Taylor, Comm., 67 ff.; further, Hauck, Feine-Behm, Bornkamm), 
but especially the hypothesis that Mark, like Matthew and Luke, was dependent 
upon an Aramaic Matthew (see above, p. 40). As proof is cited: a) the 
absence of Mk. 6:45—8:26 from Luke (the so-called "great omission”) is only 
explicable if Luke had not read this section in his Markan "Vorlage”; b) the 
negative and positive agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark in the 
texts which are common with Mark force the acceptance of a common "Vor- 
lage” different from Mark; c) the cases in which Matthew, in the material com¬ 
mon with Mark, offers an older form of the tradition lead to the same conclusion. 

But none of these arguments is convincing (cf. against the "Urmarkus” 
or "Grundschrift” hypothesis Michaelis, Streeter, Johnson, Grant, Taylor, 
Heuschen, Schnackenburg, SStW, 205, Schurmann, NTSt, 1959-60, 196; above 
all Schmid, ML LL, 70 ff., 170 f. and SStW, 159 ff.). a) From Luke numer¬ 
ous pcricopes of Mark are missing, and in many cases the omission of a Markan 
text, or the replacement of a Markan text by the taking up of a parallel text, 
can be objectively accounted for (cf. Ff. Schurmann, "Die Dublettenvermei- 
dungen im Lk.,” ZkTh 76, 1954, 83 ff.). The omission of Mk. 6:45-8:26 is, 
however, puzzling; at times Luke offers indications that he has read the section 
(Schurmann). Therefore, the hypothesis that Luke had before him a mutilated 
copy of Mark (Streeter) explains the facts just as little as any sort of "Ur¬ 
markus” hypothesis, b) The agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark in 
the Markan material are very dissimilar, i) Some of these agreements are only the 
result of textual corruption, and disappear with an improved form of the text 
(thus probably Kvpie in Mk. 1:40 is to be read and tov KpaenreSov in Lk. 8:44 
to be rejected; cf. Streeter, 306 ff.). But because of the uncertainty of the 
wording in the Synoptics this explanation remains also uncertain in many cases, 
ii) By far the greatest part of the agreements have to do with grammatical and 
stylistic improvements over against Mark (see the lists of De Solages, 105 5 ff.), 
by which a coincidence is either inevitable or easily explainable. In addition, at 
least quite as often such variations are found only in Matthew or Luke or are 
undertaken in differing ways in Matthew and Luke (lists by Hawkins, 129 f., 
135 f., 139 ff., and Schmid, ML nnd Lk., 38 f., 41 f., 66 f.). These agreements 
cannot, therefore, be used as a foundation for a "Vorlage” of Matthew and 
Luke which diverges from Mark, iii) Finally, there are a small number of 
agreements which hardly can be designated as accidental (see the lists in Haw- 
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kins, 210 f.; e.g., Mt. 13:11 par. Lk. 8:10 vfuv ScSorai yywvaL ra fxvarypLa against 
v/ulIv to /ivcTTr/piov SeSorat Mk. 4:11; Mt. 26:68 par. Lk. 22:64 ti? iartv 6 
TratW? (le; which Mk. 14:65 lacks). These few cases can be explained through 
the influence of the oral tradition and are not sufficient to justify the hypothesis 
of an "Urmarkus’' (also not the hypothesis that Matthew and Luke used an 
edited form of our Mark which was preserved in the "Caesarean” text [so 
Brown]), c) There remain the cases in which Matthew is supposed to have used 
an older form of the tradition than Mark. In behalf of this point are cited espe¬ 
cially Mk. 7:1 ff., 24 ff.; 10:1 ff. and par., because here Matthew exhibits a 
Jewish setting. Schmid, however, demonstrated convincingly that in all these 
texts Matthew Judaized the texts of Mark which are radically critical of the 
Law (SStW, 171 ff.; cf. also W. G. Kummel, ZNW 33, 1934, 122 ff.) 

Since none of the arguments cited for an "Urmarkus” or for a basic writing 
[Grundschrift] is convincing, the hypothesis remains by far the most likely 
that Mark in the form handed down to us served as a source for Matthew 
and Luke. 

8 . Eichhorn was the first to postulate a common source for Matthew and 
Luke. From Papias’ Matthew notice, Schleiermacher inferred a sayings source, 
and Weisse connected this hypothesis to the thesis of Mark’s priority (see above, 
p. 39). The two-source hypothesis, according to which Matthew and Luke 
used as sources Mark and a second common source, usually called Q, proceeds 
from the insight that Matthew and Luke have an extensive amount of common 
material that neither Luke could have taken directly out of Matthew nor 
Matthew directly out of Luke. The dependence of Matthew upon Luke is today 
no more defended and may be left out of consideration. On the other hand, it 
is advocated again and again that Luke took over directly from Matthew his 
material common with Matthew (Schlatter, Ropes, Butler, Farrer, Rengstorf, 
Cassian, Turner, Farmer, Argyle). Yet this hypothesis is completely untenable. 
For example, what could have moved Luke to break up Matthew’s Sermon on 
the Mount and to embody part of it in his Sermon on the Plain, to distribute 
part over the various chapters of his Gospel, and to omit part? How is the fact 
to be explained that Luke not a single time brings the texts common to 
Matthew (naturally apart from the baptism text [Lk. 3:7-9, 17] and the 
temptation story) to the same place in the Markan plan as Matthew, if he 
took them over out of Matthew and thus in dependence upon the Markan 
sequence which is also encountered in Matthew (the facts are given vividly in 
the colored tables by J. Weiss-R. Schiitz and De Solages, 1089 ff.)? Is it con¬ 
ceivable that Luke would have taken over none of the Matthean additions to 
the Markan text (see Schmid, Mf. und LL, 25 ff., Bradby) ? Schmid (loc, cit,, 
183 ff.) and Vaganay (293 ff.) have shown in addition that Matthew or Luke 
alternately offers the original setting in the common material. Thus on the 
basis of all these arguments the hypothesis of a direct dependence of Luke 
upon Matthew must be designated as untenable. 

If, therefore, for the common material ©f Matthew and Luke a source com¬ 
mon to both must be supposed, the hypothesis of a written source Q is disputed 
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from various aspects, and it is usually supposed that we have rather to do with 
a common oral tradition (J. Jeremias, Hopfl-Gut, W. Knox, Vaganay, Rosche, 
North, Petrie, Argyle). This contention is substantiated by indicating that the 
supposed source can be imagined only arbitrarily and cannot be reconstructed 
with certainty, that the verbal agreements in the Jesus-sayings are less than in 
the text which has been taken over from Mark, that a sayings source without a 
passion narrative is inconceivable, and that, on the other hand, the catchword 
connections point to oral tradition. But the indications of the use of a common 
written source are nevertheless so clear that the majority of scholars regard this 
hypothesis as inescapable (recently besides the advocates of the two-source 
hypothesis named on pp. 39 f., e.g., Taylor, Leaney, Gilmour, Grundmann, Cole, 
Wikenhauser, Riddle-Hutson, Sparks, Evans, Throckmorton, Hirsch, Helmbold, 
Bussby, Schurmann, Todt, Brown, Cherry, and others). The following facts 
are decisive: 

a) The agreements in wording in the texts common to Matthew and Luke 
are in part very extensive (e.g., Mt. 3:7-10; 7:7-11; 11:4-6; 12:43-45; 24:45- 
51 par.), so that the supposition of a common textual *'Vorlage*’ urges itself 
upon us; in part these agreements are certainly inconsiderable (e.g., Mt. 10:26- 
33; 25:14-30 par.). Still, the common vocabulary in all the relevant sections 
is over 50 percent (De Solages, 1047), which would hardly be explicable by 
pure oral tradition. 

b) Matthew and Luke inserted the discourse materials which are additions 
to Mark into the Markan framework in a completely different manner. Matthew 
offers great discourse sections in chaps. 5-7; 10; 11; 18:10 ff.; 23; 24:37 ff.; 
25; and, if one excludes these sections, there remains, on the whole, the material 
of Mark. Luke offers the material which is additional to Mark for the most 
part in 6:20—8:3 and 9:51—18:14, the so-called small and great insertions. In 
view of this so differing manner of arranging the common material in Matthew 
and Luke, it would now be expected that no common sequence of these texts in 
Matthew and Luke could be observed. But the opposite is the case. If one counts 
in their Lukan sequence the sections of Luke which have in Matthew a parallel 
which more or less agrees, and places the Matthean parallels with the numbers 
of the Matthean sequence next to it, there results (with omission of single say¬ 
ings) the picture shown on the following page (cf. the tables in Appel, 251 f.; 
Taylor, JThSt 1952, 29 f.). The underlined texts have in Matthew and Luke, 
in spite of the different methods of composition, the same sequence. Taylor has 
shown that that also holds true for numerous smaller units, if one does not com¬ 
pare the entire sequence of Matthew but single discourses of Matthew with the 
Lukan sequence. Such agreements can be no accident, and point to a common, 
written source. 

c) The doublets and double traditions, however, furnish the decisive proof 
for a common, written source of Matthew and Luke (double traditions are 
texts which are encountered in divergent form in two evangelists; doublets are 
texts which one evangelist has twice). Strange to say, Luke reports the sending 
out of the disciples twice, ch. 9 and ch. 10, the one time in the main parallel 
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Lk. 


Mt. 


1 

3:7-9:16 f. 

John’s Preaching 

3:7-12 

__1 

2 

4:2-13 

Jesus* Temptation 

4:2-11 

2 


6:20-23, 27-30, 32- 

Sermon on the Plain I 

5:3-6, 11 f., 39- 42, 

3 


36 


45-48 


4 

6:37 f., 41-49 

Sermon on the Plain II 

7:1-5, 16-21, 24-27 

7 

5 

7:1-10 

Centurion from Capernaum 

8:5-13 

_9 

6 

7:18-35 

John’s Question; Jesus’ Reply 

11:2-19 

JT 

7 

9:57-60 

Nature of Discipleship 

8:19-22 

10 

8 

10:1-12 

Sending Out Discourse 

9:37-10:15 

11 

_9 

10:13-15, 21 f. 

Cries of Woe and Joy 

11:21-23, 25 f. 

14 

10 

11:1-4 

Lord’s Prayer 

6:9-13 

5 

11 

11:9-13 

Concerning Prayer 

7:7-11 

8 

12 

11:14-23 

Beelzebub Controversy 

12:22-30 

J_5 

U_ 

11:24-26 

Return of the Evil Spirit 

12:43-45 

17 

14 

11:29-32 

Against Sign Seeking 

12:38-42 

16 

15 

11:33-35 

Saying on Light 

5:15; 6:22 f. 

4 

16 

11:39-52 

Against the Pharisees 

23:4, 23-25, 29-36 

19 

17 

12:2-10 

Exhortation to Confession 

10:26-33 

12 

18 

12:22-34 

Anxiety and Possessions 

6:25-33, 19-21 

6 

19 

12:39-46 

Watchfulness 

24:43-51 

22 

20 

13:18-21 

Mustard Seed and Leaven 

13:31-33 

18 

21 

13:34 f. 

Lament over Jerusalem 

23:37-39 

12 


17:22-37 

Parousia Discourse 

24:26-28, 37-41 

11 

23 

19:11-28 

Parable of the Talents 

25:14-30 

11 


with Mk. 6:7-13, the other time with Mt. 10. Lk. 10:1 is, to be sure, directed 
to the seventy disciples, but 10:4 was, according to 22:35, originally intended 
for the twelve disciples. But Mt. 10:1-16 alternately parallels Mk. 6:7-13 and 
Lk. 10:1-12. Similar doublets in Matthew, of which the one goes together with 
Mark, the other with discourse material, are, e.g., Mt. 18:8 f. and 5:29 f., 19:9, 
and 5:32. 

Further, there is a series of Jesus* sayings in Matthew and Luke in two places, 
once in a connection which Mark also has; a second time in discourse pieces, 
which only Matthew and Luke have. Most important examples: 

a) ‘Tor to him who has will more be given*’ (Mt. 13:12; Mk. 4:25; Lk. 8:18; 
on the other side, Mt. 25:29; Lk. 19:26). 

b) “If any man would come after me, let him deny himself,** etc. (Mt. 
16:24 f.; Mk. 8:34 f.; Lk. 9:23 f.; on the other side, Mt. 10:38 f.; Lk. 14:27; 
17:33). 

c) The eschatological retaliation for the rejection of Jesus (Mt. 16:27; Mk. 
8:38; Lk. 9:26; on the other side, Mt. 10:32 f.; Lk. 12:8 f.) 

d) Persecutions of the disciples for Jesus* sake (Mt. 24:9, 13; Mk. 13:9, 13; 
Lk. 21:12, 17, 19; on the other side, Mt. 10:19 f., 22; Lk. 12:11 f.). 

e) Mk. 3:23-30 is missing from Luke; for it Lk. 11:17-23 offers a varying 
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form of Jesus’ defense against the charge of the demonic covenant. Mt. 12:25-31 
nevertheless alternates again between Mark 3 and Luke 11 (cf. the complete 
lists of doublets in Hawkins, 80 ff., and De Solages, 928 ff.). 

If one places these facts of the doublets and double traditions in Matthew 
and Luke alongside the fact that Mark exhibits one sole doublet (Mk. 9:35; 
10:43 f., cf. De Solages, 1069), it follows indisputably that Matthew and Luke 
must have used a second source in addition to Mark. TTiat this source lay before 
Matthew and Luke in writing is, in view of the extensive common sequence and 
of the doublets or their mixture in Matthew, not to be doubted. And the lin¬ 
guistic agreement proves that this source was composed in Greek. If, in the 
Jesus-sayings which have been transmitted in Q, we encounter doubtless Ara- 
maisms or variants in translation, we cannot conclude therefrom that the 
Greek source Q was translated out of the Aramaic (so Bussby), since this 
transition from Aramaic to Greek could very well already have taken place 
within the oral tradition. 

Attempts have often been made to restore the source Q (cf., e.g., Harnack, 
Streeter, Bussmann, Hirsch), but without any certain, harmonious results. This 
state of affairs only confirms the fact that we can know with certainty as little 
concerning the exact extent of the text of the source as about the wording in 
particular. For if we can decide about the existence of Q only from the concur¬ 
rence of Matthew and Luke in materials not encountered in Mark, then only 
what agrees extensively in wording can be proved as belonging to Q. But does 
that indicate that texts like the Beatitudes, which have been transmitted in the 
same context (Mt. 5:3 ff. and Lk. 6:20 ff.), or the parable of the talents or 
minas (Mt. 25:14 ff. and Lk. 19:11 ff.), which one encounters in Matthew and 
Luke at the end of the Q material, do not stem from Q, because even though 
these texts have similar construction yet in wording they agree only very 
sporadically? And if we know from the editing of Mark by Matthew and Luke 
that Matthew as well as Luke omitted a series of Markan texts, could not then 
also Matthew or Luke have preserved Q texts in their special material, especially 
if this special material has to do with components of a text which in other 
respects is related in both Gospels (cf., e.g., Mt. 11:28-30 or Lk. 9:61 f.)? 
Because an unequivocal answer to these questions cannot in any way be given, 
possibilities of proof have been sought. Schiirmann, e.g., has attempted to show 
by the appearance of words which otherwise in Matthew or Luke are not met, 
or met only seldom, that Matthew or Luke read certain texts in Q but omitted 
them. But that is all much too hypothetical to lead to a sure statement about the 
extent of Q. And if we, with arguments based upon style, language, or content, 
can disclose an original text which lay behind Matthew and Luke (e.g., for 
Mt. 13:16 f. par. Lk. 10:23 f.; cf. W. G. Kiimmel, Vromhe and Fiilfillmenf. 
Tr. Dorothea M. Barton, 1957, 112; ^1961, 112, note 27), it would still 
remain uncertain whether this wording was in Q or is to be accepted as prior 
to it. If the exact extent and wording of Q are thus unattainable for us, we 
may nevertheless advance some conjectures about the literary character of Q. 

Inspection of the material which certainly is to be claimed for Q shows that 
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it has to do mostly with discourse material, but that Q also must have contained 
narratives (cf. Lk. 4:2-13; 7:1-10; 7:18-23; 11:29-32). Yet the contention 
that Q was a complete gospel (Hirsch, Helmbold) is an unprovable postulate. 
That a certain subject-matter principle held sway from the beginning over the 
arrangement of material in Q is probable, because this **gospel writing” was 
created for the practical use of the church. We already know from the Pauline 
epistles that the sayings of the Lord had decisive ecclesiastical authority in the 
apostolic age (cf. I Thess. 4:15; 1 Cor. 7:10, 12, 25; 9:14; 11:23 ff.). Hence 
we must conclude that the need for a fixation of Jesus’ sayings made itself felt 
very soon. The beginnings of such fixation certainly reach back into the Pales¬ 
tinian primitive church, probably into its early period. During the process of fix¬ 
ing the Lord’s sayings, the material was arranged from the viewpoint of subject 
matter (as is shown by the arrangement of the sayings into groups of sayings 
in Q), because such arrangement corresponded best to the need which this **gos- 
pel writing” was intended to serve. Beyond that, no subject-matter principle 
for the arrangement of the entire writing can be recognized, outside of the fact 
that also in Q, as in Mark, the Baptist seems to have been spoken of at the begin¬ 
ning, and parousia and judgment at the end, of the writing. If we now observe 
the different methods by which Matthew and Luke have inserted the Q material 
into the Markan framework, then we find in Matthew the Q material scattered 
over the entire Gospel, but in Luke chiefly in two great blocks (6:20-7:3 5; 
9:57-13:34). Thus the conjecture is obvious that Luke has preserved the 
sequence of Q better than Matthew. And Taylor’s investigation of the se¬ 
quence of the Q material in the discourses of Matthew strengthens the con¬ 
jecture that Luke, on the whole, followed the sequence from Q, whereas Mat¬ 
thew, corresponding to his systematic transformation of his **Vorlage,” departed 
repeatedly from this sequence. 

If, on these grounds, a hypothesis regarding the complete material can be 
advanced in respect to the sequence of Q, nothing generally valid can be said 
about the wording, because the original tradition is to be recognized sometimes 
in Matthew (e.g., Mt. 4:2 ff.), sometimes in Luke (e.g., Lk. 6:20 fi.). This state 
of affairs, together with the presence of variations in translation in Matthew 
and Luke (cf. M. Black; see above, pp. 45, 274 ff.) and with the strong differ¬ 
ence in wording in many common texts (e.g., Mt. 25:14 ff. par. Lk. 19:11 ff.), 
leads to the often expressed conjecture that Q lay before Matthew and Luke in 
somewhat different form. If this conjecture is stated to the effect that Q has to do 
only with a growing stratum of tradition (Dibelius, Froifi Tradition to GospcL 
Tr. Bertram Lee Woolf from 2nd ed. [1933], 193 5, p. 23 5; Meinertz, Born- 
kamm, Klijn, Fascher, Textgeschichte, see below, p. 3 59, 76), that certainly 
would not be sufficient to explain the facts mentioned on pp. 50 ff. If 
by this conjecture is meant that the written source Q developed in different 
directions, perhaps even at some time the Greek form of one or other of the 
texts was replaced by a divergent form out of the oral tradition, then this 
hypothesis may correspond best to the observations about the common text of 
Matthew and Luke. 
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If now we seek to analyze this hypothetical source Q historically and form- 
critically, we need not stress that the author is completely unknown to us. For 
the oft-repeated hypothesis that the apostle Matthew was the author (e.g., La¬ 
grange, Michaelis, Albertz, McNeile-Williams, Cole) rests exclusively upon 
Schleiermacher’s problematic interpretation of Papias’ testimony about Matthew 
(see above, p. 38). That Q originated in Palestine is probable because ob¬ 
viously it is a collection which was influenced by the oral tradition of Jesus’ 
sayings, even after it was written down for the first time. In order to determine 
the time of Q’s origin, it has been asked whether Q is earlier or later than Mark, 
and whether there exists a literary connection between both gospel writings. 
Since the detailed comparison of the texts which one encounters in Mark and Q 
(double traditions; see the list in Grant, Gospels, 108 f.) shows that often 
Mark (e.g., 3:28 f.; 6:7 ff.), but also occasionally Q (e.g., Lk. 3:16; Mt. 7:2 
par.), offers the earlier tradition, it cannot be proved from this comparison 
whether in general Mark or Q is the earlier writing. That there is a connection of 
tradition between the texts preserved in Mark and Q is indisputable, but there is 
nothing to compel us to accept the hypothesis that this connection, which in¬ 
deed has to do with only an infinitely small part of the material of Mark and Q, 
is to be explained by a literary relationship between these two writings (accord¬ 
ing to Wellhausen, Julicher, Q is dependent upon Mark; according to Goguel, 
Grant, Brown [1961] Mark upon Q; a literary dependence is denied by, e.g., 
Bussmann, Goodspeed, Streeter, Feine-Behm, Michaelis, Albertz, Throckmorton). 
The hypothesis of a literary dependence, which in view of the strong linguistic 
difference between Mark and Q in the double traditions (cf., e.g., Mk. 4:30-32 
with Lk. 13:18 f.) is not probable at all, is rather the consequence of the 
erroneous presupposition that parallels between the materials of tradition can 
be explained only by literary dependence. We shall have to visualize the rela¬ 
tionship of the gospel writings to one another and to the oral tradition as essen¬ 
tially freer (see below, p. 60). 

Since a literary connection between Mark and Q is very improbable, the time 
of Q’s origin cannot be determined in this way. Some have claimed to find a 
icrmimis a quo in Mt. 23:3 5 par. Lk. 11:50 f., where reference is made to **all 
the righteous blood shed on earth, from the blood of innocent Abel to the blood 
of Zechariah [Mt.: -f- the son of Barachiah], whom you murdered [Luke: 
who perished] between the sanctuary and the altar.” Following Wellhausen, 
numerous scholars assumed that by this Zechariah, son of Barachiah, is meant a 
Za^apta? vto? 'BapidKaLov, who, according to Jos., Bell,, IV, 33 5 (to be sure, only 
according to a part of the manuscripts!), was killed in the temple in the year 68. 
If this Zechariah were meant, the Jesus-saying in its Matthean form could not 
have been formulated until after 68. Certainly it is thoroughly possible that 
Matthew first added the father’s name, Barachiah. In that case, the saying trans¬ 
mitted in Q could originally have referred to the prophet who, according to 
II Chron. 24:20 ff., under Joash was killed in the temple. Then Matthew either 
erroneously connected the father’s name, Barachiah, father of the literary prophet 
Zechariah (Zech. 1:1), to the prophet’s name out of II Chronicles, or likewise 
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erroneously exchanged the prophet out of II Chronicles spoken of by Jesus with 
the Zechariah of the Jewish war. For none of these possibilities can a compelling 
argument be adduced, and therefore Mt. 23:3 5 cannot be utilized in the dating 
of Q (cf. on this text H.-J. Schoeps, Aus frilhchristlicher Xeity 1950, 138 if.). 

Thus every possibility for an exact dating of Q is missing; yet it is improbable 
that this work was written later than about 50-70. 

But in what historical context are we to think this source arose? Since the 
material of Q is mostly discourse material arranged according to subject group¬ 
ing, and any indication of the passion story is completely lacking in the Q 
material known to us, the opinion has been advocated already, in connection 
with a purely literary-critical consideration of the Gospels, that the source Q 
shows a didactical or catechetical character, and was therefore written for the 
instruction of the Christians on questions of religious, moral, and congregational 
life, and follows no missionary aim (Wernle, Goguel, Jiilicher; T. W. Manson, 
The ^ayingz of Jesiis, 1949, 15 f. calls attention to the almost complete lack of 
polemic). And even the form-critical view has been satisfied with the statement 
that the collection of Jesus’ sayings was undertaken in interests of exhortation. 
But since in the meanwhile the fundamental significance of the Easter faith had 
been recognized, this collection of Jesus’ sayings could be thought of as 
originating for a hortatory purpose only as a consequence of a progressed devel¬ 
opment of the primitive church (Dibelius). With some justification the oppo¬ 
nents of the hypothesis of a Q source have objected (see above, pp. 50 f.) that 
a source of such a nature has nowhere been attested, and that one cannot con¬ 
ceive in early Christendom a collection of Jesus* sayings without the passion 
story. On the other hand, Bornkamm and Todt have proposed another historical 
understanding of Q: A not inconsiderable part of Q cannot be proved as horta¬ 
tory but serves an avowed Christological need (cf. only Lk. 10:21 f.!), but does 
not yet presuppose the passion kerygma. Rather, Jesus’ sayings were collected 
with the aim of the continuing proclamation of Jesus’ preaching of the coming 
of God’s reign and of the Son of man. This thesis is doubtless correct in that 
the sayings of Jesus were collected with the aim of continuing proclamation and 
in the faith of their abiding worth, and that therefore the taking up into Q 
of Jesus’ statements about himself [Selbstaussagen] (e.g., Mt. 12:32; 13:16 f. 
par.) serves the same kerygmatic goal as in Mark. It is questionable, however, 
whether the lack of a proclamation of Jesus’ passion and of a passion story of 
any kind may be explained by saying that Q did not yet presuppose the passion 
kerygma. For even if the argumentum e lilentio is permitted to be of value here 
(to be sure, in actuality we know nothing certain about the original extent of 
Q), we must bear in mind that already very early in the Palestinian Church, 
in which Q must have originated, the passion kerygma which was handed down 
by Paul (I Cor. 15:3 ff.) was formulated, a formulation which indicates the 
significance for salvation of Jesus’ death. Then the collection of Jesus’ sayings 
also could not have taken place with conscious neglect of this fundamental 
confession (cf. also I Cor. 11:25). Why, then, did the church which stood 
behind the Q collection *'not make passion and resurrection into content of 
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proclamation” (Todt) ? This question, which derives from the lack of statements 
about the passion and resurrection of Jesus in the material which is recognizable 
to us certainly as Q text, and appraises this lack as a certain hint to the original 
content of Q, and is therefore problematic in and of itself, can after all, be 
answered only hypothetically. One can in any case answer that Q obviously was 
compiled for the need of the Christian churches themselves, for whom the 
primitive ecclesiastical kerygma was the presupposition of their existence, and 
that beyond this we do not know whether the gospel’s first tangible literary 
form (which for us is Mark) did not originate in the same churches at the 
same time. But in any case the Q source owes its existence to the need of the 
Christian community, which was separating from Judaism, to strengthen, by 
going back to the transmitted sayings of the the risen Jesus, its faith in his first 
advent and in the expected consummation of God’s kingdom, and to get in 
this way direction for life in the present. 

If the origin of a collection of Jesus-sayings and Jesus-reports without a 
passion narrative can thus be made comprehensible, then there is the further 
objection that a collection of such a nature without narrative framework has 
no parallel at all. Very recently attempts have been made to refute this objection 
by referring to the Coptic Gospel of Thomas, which belongs to the Gnostic 
papyrus find at Nag Hamadi (German translation by J. Leipoldt in J. Leipoldt- 
H. M. Schenke, “Koptisch-gnostische Schriften aus den Papyrus-Codices von 
Nag Hamadi,” Theologische Forschmg 20, 1960, 10 ff., and H. Quecke in 
W. C. van Unnik, Evangelien aus dem Nilsa7id, 1960, 161 ff.; R. M. Grant and 
D. N. Freedman, The Secret Sayhigs of Jesus [with an English translation of 
the Gospel of Thomas, translated by W. R. Schoedel], 1960; The Gospel Ac¬ 
cording to Thomas, Coptic text established and tr. by A. Guillaumont, H.-Ch. 
Puech, G. Quispel, W. Till, and Yassah ’Abd A1 Masih, 1959; literature report 
by E. Haenchen, ThRdsch, N.F. 27, 1961, 147 ff., 306 ff.). The text, which in 
the subscription is designated as *The Gospel According to Thomas,” consists 
of about 114 disconnected sayings of Jesus placed side by side, the majority of 
which are introduced with the words, '"Jesus said.” Occasionally these sayings 
answer a disciple’s question, or, in rare cases, are joined by means of details about 
the circumstances. The sequence reveals no organizing principle outside of 
catchword connections. A part of the sayings are pure Gnostic, but a greater 
part agree more or less with synoptic Jesus-sayings or strongly resemble the 
type of synoptic Jesus-sayings. It has been repeatedly asserted that through this 
find the possibility of the existence of a sayings source like Q has been proved. 
Some have even claimed to see used in the Gospel of Thomas a sayings collection 
which represents a parallel to Q, a parallel which was independent of the synop¬ 
tic Gospels (so, e.g., C.-H. Hunzinger, “Aussersynpt. Traditionsgut im Thomas- 
Ev., * ThLZ 85, 1960, 843 f.; O. Cullmann, **Das Thomasev. und die Frage 
nach dem Alter der in ihm enthaltenen Tradition,” ThLZ 8 5, 1960, 330; H. K. 
McArthur, “The Gospel According to Thomas,” NT Sidelights, Essays in Honor 
of A. C. Vurdy, 1960, 44; F. V. Filson, “New Greek and Coptic Gospel Manu¬ 
scripts,” Biblical Archaeologist 24, 1961, 17; R. Haardt, “Das kopt. Thomasev. 
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und die ausscrbiblischen Herrenworte,” in Der hhtorhebe Jesus und dcr Christus 
nnsercs GlaubenSy 1962, 277). Now in the discussion up to this date it certainly 
has not been proved at all convincingly that the Gospel of Thomas used, in 
addition to the Gospels or exclusive of the Gospels, a tradition of Jesus* sayings 
which leads back to the early time of Christendom and which is independent 
of the Synoptics (so Hunzinger, Cullmann, Haardt, loc. cit.; further, J. Leipoldt, 
lac» cit.j 28; G. Quispel, "Some Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas,” NTSt 5, 
1958-59, 277; R. McL. Wilson, "Thomas* and the Growth of the Gospels,** 
HarvThR 53, 1960, 231 ff.; H. Montefiore in Montefiore and H. E. W. Turner, 
"Thomas and the Evangelists,** StBTh 3 5, 1962, 78). Rather, much may be said 
for the view that the Gospel of Thomas cites and freely changes the canonical 
Gospels according to the oral tradition, whereby additional non-Gnostic Jesus- 
sayings also could be taken up out of the free tradition (cf. E. Haenchen, 
ThRdsch, N.F. 27, 1961, 314; H. E. W. Turner, loc. crL, 39). But now whether 
or not a very old tradition parallel to the synoptic tradition lies at the basis of 
the Gospel of Thomas, the writing as such is doubtless no late form of the 
same literary category as Q, but a different, later stage of development in the 
tradition of Jesus’ sayings (thus rightly E. Plaenchen, loc. cit., 316; R. McL. 
Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, 1960, 143; B. Gartner, The Theology 
of the Gospel According to Thomas, 1961, 30; J. B. Bauer in R. M. Grant and 
D. N. Freedman, Geheime Worte Jesu. Das Thomasev., 1960, 200). This conclu¬ 
sion follows not only from the lack of any narrative and any subject arrange¬ 
ment, but above all from the lack of any Christology and therefore any con¬ 
nection with the gospel development which emerged first in Mark. The Gospel 
of Thomas presupposes the meaning of Jesus* person in the role of the Gnostic 
revealcr, and thereby shows itself as a literary form of a later time. 

Thus if the Gospel of Thomas can teach us nothing concerning the origin 
and literary character of Q, it nevertheless does show us, in the paralleling and 
mingling of modified synoptic texts and of texts taken up out of the tradition, 
a phenomenon which is of great importance for the understanding of the 
synoptic problem. 

9. If it may be considered as certain that Mark and the hypothetical source 
Q served the two great Gospels, Matthew and Luke, as a foundation, there 
remains unexplained the origin of something more than a fifth of Matthew 
and of more than a third of Luke. Various sources have been postulated out of 
which this material was taken, but a critical examination of these hypotheses 
(see §§7 and 8) shows that there is little probability that Matthew and Luke 
used yet additional written sources: "The source-critical work on the Synoptics 
as a matter of fact reached its end with the two-source theory** (Vielhauer, 
ThLZ 80, 1955, 652). The special material of Matthew and Luke is much too 
dissimilar for the use of one or more written sources to be proved as probable. 
Only by the thoroughgoing consideration of the insights of the form-critical 
method can the origin of the Synoptics be completely understood. 

This method has achieved two fundamental insights: 

a) Our Gospels, or perhaps the written sources utilized in them, were col- 
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leered out of isolated traditions, which were secondarily joined together in a 
connected narrative or a connected order arranged according to subject matter. 
Through synoptic comparison and stylistic analysis we can have considerable 
success in separating out the original units of tradition from the transmitted 
compositions, and in this manner we can push on to the forms of the text 
which existed in the oral tradition. These individual texts, however, are distin¬ 
guished from one another by their literary form. That applies not only to the 
sayings tradition, in which parables, words of wisdom, prophetic sayings, legal 
interpretations, and Christological sayings can be distinguished, but above all to 
the narratives. Here are found, on the one hand, reports useful strictly for 
proclamation (e.g., Mk. 2:1-12; 10:13-16); on the other hand, pure miracle 
stories (Mk. 8:22-26); also narratives reproduced in legendary style (Mk. 9:2- 
8); and finally the connected complex of the passion narrative. Concerning the 
designations of these categories, the belonging of individual texts to this or that 
category, and the exact limits of this or that individual text, opinions of the 
scholars often diverge widely. This diversity, however, changes nothing in con¬ 
nection with the common conviction that there are individual texts of various 
kinds, which are characteristically distinguished from one another, and through 
the type of their literary form allow us to recognize their origin and their 
tendency. 

b) For there is the other insight of form criticism which is yet more impor¬ 
tant for the synoptic question: Tlie “form** of the individual tradition which 
was shaped in the oral tradition points back to the historical context in which 
the tradition took its form, to the **Sitz im Leben.” *‘Form and style are a 
function of the life of the community, a moment of its history’’ (Iber). 
Therefore, from the "form” of a Gospel text we are able to reason a posteriori 
to the community which formed it, and to the interests which were prevailing 
in this connection. Above all, the transformation of the tradition in the oral 
transmission and in the written copy reveals the missionary, catechetical, and 
hortatory ecclesiastical interests of the early Christians. Very recently the thesis 
that "the process of tradition formation really got moving into action through 
the needs of preaching” (Iber after Dibelius) has been fundamentally ques¬ 
tioned. Instead of this position, some have emphasized as the "Sitz im Leben” of 
the gospel tradition a Christian school activity (Stendahl, see lit. to §7), preach¬ 
ing and doctrine (Schille), the mission (Moule), and the reign of God as be¬ 
coming language in the proclamation of Jesus (Jungel). Whereas Jiingel’s 
thesis is untenable because it declares an object of faith to be a step in historical 
development, the remaining theses rest upon correct observations, which show 
that the concept of "preaching” must be comprehended more broadly. But that 
changes nothing of the fact that in connection with the oral tradition of the 
Gospel texts the various interests of the community influenced the formation 
and transformation of the tradition. 

Naturally there arise from this statement two questions: What role in this 
formation of the tradition did eyewitness reports of Jesus* works and the 
handing on of Jesus* sayings by his hearers play? And, how far does the history 
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of the synoptic tradition help us to understand the history of primitive Chris¬ 
tianity? But here these two questions are not up for discussion. Yet the form- 
critical view teaches us that the oral tradition not only was the decisive source 
for the first fixation of the gospel material in written forms, but that also in 
connection with the further transformation of the earliest gospel writings the 
oral tradition played a decisive role. For the use of the earlier sources by the later 
evangelists doubtless did not so proceed that the written sources were simply 
copied or were always consciously changed. Free reproduction of sources was 
already self-evident in Greek historical writing (see H. J. Cadbury, The Making 
of Lnke-Acts, 1927, 155 ff.). And in the Christian churches the written Gos¬ 
pels were known above all through reading in worship, so that the reproduction 
or alteration of the written sources which were used doubtless took place ex¬ 
tensively upon the basis of memory (cf. Schniewind, ThRdsch, N.F. 2, 1930, 
141 f.). ITence the incorporation of the still living oral tradition into the com¬ 
position of the great Gospels, Matthew and Luke, almost necessarily resulted. 
J. Jeremias has already referred to this fact apropos of the dheovery of the 
‘‘Unknown Gospel” in Papyrus Egerton 2: The four canonical Gospels which 
were known to this gospel could have been used only out of memory, in view 
of the constant change of allusions (ThBl 15, 1936, 43 f.; see also E. Hennecke- 
W. Schneemelcher, NT Apocrypha, L Gospels and Related Writings. Tr. R. McL. 
Wilson, et al., from 3rd ed. [1959], 1963, 941 f.). Likewise the Gospel of 
Thomas shows this fact together with the further influence of oral tradition. 

If this supposition proves true also for the literary contacts among the 
three Synoptic Gospels, then these Gospels are to a certain degree fixations of 
a certain stage of oral tradition. But beyond that, in the manner of the reception 
and modification of this tradition, and in the altered taking-over of their written 
“Vorlagen,” they are the work of purposive authors who shaped the tradition 
theologically. To be sure, the peculiarity of the individual Synoptic Gospels can 
first of all be understood against the background of the synoptic problem. Yet 
the history-of-redaction view and with it the history-of-theology [theologiege- 
schichtliche] view of each Gospel must be added, if we indeed v^ant to under¬ 
stand the Synoptics in their individuality. 

56. The Gospel of Mark 

Commentaries, see p. 387. Studies: cf. besides the lit. to §5 M. Werner, Der 
Einfiuss paulinischer Theologie im Mk., Beih. ZNW 1, 1923; B. W. Bacon, The Gospel 
of Mark: Its Composition and Date, 192 3; E. von DobschOtz, “Zur Eiziihlerkunst des 
Mk.,** ZNW 27, 1928, 193 flF.; C. H. Dodd, “The Framework of the Gospel Narrative,** 
ExpT 43, 1932, 396 ft‘. (= NT Studies, 1953, Iff.); J. Sundwall, Die Xusammen- 
setzting des Mk., Acta Academiae Aboensis, Humaniora 9, 1934; K. Thiel, Drei 
Markus-Evv., Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte 26, 1938 (thereto W. G. KOmmel, 
ThLZ 64, 1939, 118 fif.) ; C. C. Torrey, “The Date of Mark,** in Documents of the 
Primitive Church, 1941, 1 ff.; F. C. Grant, The Earliest Gospel, 1943; T. W. Man- 
son, “The Foundation of the Synoptic Tradition: The Gospel of Mark,** BJRL 28, 
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1944, 119 ff. (— Manson, St., 28 ff.); D. F. Robinson, **The Sources of Mark,** JBL 
66, 1947, 153 ff.; R. H. Lightfoot, The Gospel Message of St. Mark, 1950; A. Farrer, 
A Study in St. Mark, 1951; P. Carrington, The Primitive Christian Calendar, 1952 
(thereto W. D. Davies, ‘‘Reflections on Archbishop Carrington*s The Primitive Chris¬ 
tian Calendar,'^ in The Background of the NT and Its Eschatology, 1956, 124 ff.); G. H. 
Boobyer, “Galilee and Galileans in St. Mark’s Gospel,** BJRL 35, 1953, 334 ff.; idem, 
“The Secrecy Motif in St. Mark*s Gospel,’* NTSt 6, 1959-60, 225 ff.; H. A. Guy, The 
Origin of the Gospel of Mark, 1954; H. Riesenfeld, “Tradition und Redaktion im 
Mk.,** Ntl. Studien fiir R. Bultmann, Beih. ZNW 21, 1954, 157 ff.; W. Marxsen, Der 
Evangelist Markus, FRLANT 67, 1956 (thereto G. Strecker, ZKG 72, 1961, 141 ff.); 
D. E. Nineham, The Order of Events in St. Mark’s Gospel—an Examination of Dr. 
Dodd’s Hypothesis,” StG, 1957, 223 ff.; J.-B. Colon, DBS V, 1957, 935 ff.; A. Kuby, 
“Zur Konzeption des Mk.,** ZNW 49, 1958, 52 ff.; O. Michel, CBL, 1959, 848 ff.; 
T. A. Burkill, “Anti-Semitism in St. Mark’s Gospel,” NovT 3, 1959, 34 ff.; idem, 
“Strain on the Secret: An Examination of Mark 11:1-13:37,” ZNW 51, 1960, 31 ff.; 
idem, “The Hidden Son of Man in St. Mark’s Gospel,” ZNW 52, 1961, 189 ff.; C. 
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1. Contents 

Introduction (1:1-13): the message of the Baptist, Jesus* baptism and tempta¬ 
tion. 

First Part: Jesus in Galilee (1:14—5:43): 1:14-45: Jesus in and around Caper¬ 
naum (Jesus’ message, first disciples, preaching and exorcism in the synagogue, 
healings, departure for itinerant preaching in Galilee, healing a leper); 2:1-3:35: 
controversy discourses, scenes of conflict (a paralytic and the forgiveness of 
sins, Jesus and the publican, the question of fasting, two Sabbath conflicts, 
Jesus and his relatives, parrying of the scribes’ charge that Jesus is in league with 
Beelzebub) (in the midst of which is inserted the choice of the twelve [3:13- 
19], after a description of the pressure of the multitude [3:7-12]); 4:1-34: 
preaching in parables (four kinds of soil with interpretation, purpose of speaking 
in veiled form, self-growing seed, mustard seed); 4:3 5-5:43: miracles by the 
Sea of Gennesaret (stilling of the storm at sea, Gerasene demoniac, daughter 
of Jairus, and the woman with an issue of blood). 

Second Part: Jesus’ journeyings inside and outside of Galilee (6:1-9:50): 
rejection at Nazareth (6:1-6); sending out of the disciples (6:7-13); Herod and 
Jesus (6:14-16) (joined to it the execution of the Baptist by Herod, 6:17-29); 
feeding of the 5,000 (6:30-44); Jesus walking on the sea (6:45-52); short 
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stay in Gennesaret (6:53-56); discourse about clean and unclean (7:1-23); the 
Syrophoenician woman (7:24-30); healing of a deaf and dumb man (7:31-37); 
feeding of the 4,000 (8:1-10); demand for a sign (8:11 f.); discourse concern¬ 
ing the need for bread and the feedings (8:13-21); healing of blind man at 
Bethsaida (8:22-26); Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi and the first passion 
announcement (8:27-33); the disciples* way of suffering and the coming of 
God’s kingdom (8:34-9:1); the Transfiguration and discourse while descending 
(9:2-13); healing of an epileptic boy (9:14-29); second passion announcement 
(9:30-32); discourse to the disciples (9:33-50). 

Third Part: Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem (10:1-52): Jesus’ attitude toward 
marriage (10:1-12), toward the children (10:13-16), toward riches (10:17- 
31); third passion announcement (10:32-34); Jesus and the sons of Zebedcc 
(10:35-45); healing of a blind man at Jericho (10:46-52). 

Fourth Part: Jesus in Jerusalem (11:1-13:37): Messianic entry (11:1- 
10); return to Bethany (11:11); cursing of the fig tree and tne discourse in 
reference to it (11:12-14, 20-25; in between, cleansing the temple [11:15-19]); 
controversy and doctrinal discourses (question of authority, parable of the 
wicked husbandmen, tribute-money. Resurrection, the Great Commandment, 
Davidic sonship of the Messiah, warning against the scribes) (11:27-12:40); the 
widow’s mite (12:41-44); eschatological discourse (13:1-37). 

Fifth Part: passion and resurrection narrative (14:1-16:8): the conspiracy 
of death (14:1 f.); anointing in Bethany (14:3-9); betrayal by Judas (14: 
10 f.); the last meal (preparation, prediction of the betrayal, institution of 
the Last Supper) (14:12-25); the way to the Mount of Olives, prediction of 
Peter’s denial (14:26-31); Gethsemane (14:32-42); Jesus’ arrest (14:43-52); 
Jesus before the Sanhedrin (14:53-65); Peter’s denial (14:66-72); Jesus before 
Pilate (15:1-5); condemnation (15:6-15); mocking (15:16-20); way to 
Golgotha and Crucifixion (15:21-32); Jesus’ death (15:33-41) and burial (15: 
42-47); the empty tomb and the news of Resurrection (16:1-8). 


2. Literary Character and Theological Purpose of Mark 

If it follows from the literary comparison of the Synoptics that Mark as a 
source underlies the two other Gospels, then Mark is for us the earliest directly 
accessible form of a **Gospel.” From this conclusion, "liberal” theology con¬ 
fidently inferred that in Mark we must meet the most original form of the 
Jesus tradition (see WGK, NT, 185 ff., 216, 220 f.). But this confidence was 
shaken when W. Wrede (1901) demonstrated that Mark was shaped by the 
dogmatic theory of the messianic secret. And then this liberal inference became 
completely untenable when K. L. Schmidt (1919) showed that "the framework 
of the history of Jesus” in Mark is the links connecting the separate units of 
tradition, and that these connecting links were freely created by the evangelist. 
Behind Mark are recognizable only separately transmitted units of tradition or 
small groups of oral units of tradition already joined together (c.g., the con- 
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troversy discourses [2:1-3:3 5], the parables [4:1-32], the miracles by the sea 
[4:3 5-5:43], the passion narrative). This view, which was achieved by the 
work of form-critical investigation, certainly is by no means recognized on all 
sides. In the most varied manner scholars think that they are able to establish 
sources of Mark: Thiel finds three complete gospels taken up, one of which goes 
back to Peter. Hirsch thinks of a Petrine gospel expanded by means of a source 
of the twelve. D. F. Robinson postulates a short Mark (composed of two 
sources), plus three additional sources, and the redactor’s additions. W. Knox 
accepts at least nine “tracts” as sources. Parker claims that there must have 
been an Aramaic Jewish-Christian gospel which was reedited by Mark from a 
Gentile-Christian viewpoint. According to Karnetzki, a Galilean redactor ex¬ 
panded a historical source which was also used by Matthew and Luke, and a 
second redactor produced the final Mark. And Guy sees in Mark a compilation 
of individual papyrus pages, out of which a redactor made a connected book. 
But none of these hypotheses is convincing because neither is there an objective 
criterion for arranging the various pieces of Mark into one or more previously 
existing written sources, nor can objectionable passages in the text sufficiently 
substantiate the hypothesis of a secondary redaction. We cannot go beyond the 
statement that probably no extensive written sources underlie Mark; rather, the 
evangelist combined small collections of separate traditions and single units of 
tradition into a more or less connected presentation (so finally, e.g., Taylor, 
Johnson, J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jestis, Tr. Arnold Ehrhardt from 
2nd ed., 1955, 61 ff.; against the source hypotheses see also, e.g., Michaelis, Grant, 
Cranfield, Cole). 

What conception guided the evangelist as he joined together these isolated 
units? This question is exceedingly difficult to answer, since it must be an¬ 
swered exclusively upon the basis of the analysis of Mark itself, and accordingly 
the answers vary widely. That a biographical-chronological interest was not 
under consideration by Mark is shown by the loose linkage of the separate texts 
by /cat, TraXii'y c/cci^cr, cV cVetVat? rats ry/x6pai9, etc. (see R. Bultmann, 

History [see lit. ^5], 339 ff.), and the lack of any clear geographical or prag¬ 
matic connection (see finally Guy). To be sure, Dodd has wanted to show that 
the arrangement of the accounts in Mark is essentially based upon the trans¬ 
mitted sequence of the history of Jesus, which also is recognizable in Acts 
10:37-41, and he has found much agreement (e.g., T. W. Manson, Taylor, 
Riesenfeld). But Nineham has demonstrated that neither the existence of such a 
chronological framework nor the insertion of the detached tradition into such a 
framework can be established convincingly. 

For that reason others have sought to show literary schemes as the organiza¬ 
tion principle for the construction of Mark. According to Farrer, the reports in 
Mark are arranged in conformity with a theological pattern that repeatedly 
recurs in the sense of a typological fulfillment of OT texts. Carrington sees the 
sequence in Mark determined by the liturgical calendar, according to which the 
individual pericopes are supposed to be read on certain Sundays of the year in 
worship. Carrington thinks that he has discovered traces of such liturgical alio- 
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cation in the oldest manuscripts. Beach claims to recognize six stages of the 
revelation of Jesus* messianic dignity, which, similar to a Greek drama, build 
one upon another. Mark is considered to be the originator of this dramatic plan. 
A closer examination, however, reveals that none of these literary schemes can 
be proved from the text. 

That the composer of Mark was not merely a ''collector, a transmitter of 
tradition, or editor** (Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel [see lit. to §5], 3), 
but an author who consciously shaped the tradition, can be recognized in some 
literary peculiarities of his composition. For although Mark v^ites in simple 
folk style and does not exclude insignificant features of the tradition (4:38; 
6:39 f.; 8:22 ff.; 10:21; 14:51 f.), he does not always simply place the indi¬ 
vidual traditions next to one another. Rather, he repeatedly makes use of the 
literary device of inserting pericopes into one another in order to fill up a space 
of time: 3:22-30 in 3:21, 31-35; 5:25-34 in 5:21-24, 35-43; 6:14-29 in 6:6- 
13, 30 f.; 11:15-19 in 11:12-14, 20-25; 14:3-9 in 14:1 f., 10 f. He prepares the 
reader in advance for later incidents: 3:9 before 4:1 ff.; 11:11 before 11:15 ff.; 
14:54 before 14:66 ff.; 15:27 before 15:32Z? (cf. von Dobschiitz). Above all, 
he creates the impression of a comprehensive view of what has taken place, in 
that he more than once inserts summary accounts between individual reports 
(1:32-34; 3:7-12; 6:53-56) and expressly characterizes his few allusions to 
Jesus* teaching activity as examples: 1:14 f., 22, 39; 2:2, 13; 4:2, 33; 10:1; 
12:38^. 

Moreover, it is already clear from a cursory examination that Mark exhibits 
in rough outline a geographical organization (Galilee; Galilee and surrounding 
territory; journey to Jerusalem; Jerusalem; see above, pp. 61 f.). Yet even during 
the time reported in 6:1-9:50 Jesus is found mostly in Galilee (inclusive of the 
places on the eastern shore of the Sea of Gennesaret), and only 7:24 (Tyre), 
7:31 (Tyre, Sidon), 8:27 (Caesarea Philippi) mention short stays outside of 
Galilee. From 10:1 on, on the other hand, Mark reports clearly of Jesus* journey 
to Jerusalem and his last stay there. It certainly is in accordance with historical 
reality and thereby with the tradition that Jesus, whose home was in Galilee, 
worked there extensively, and his journey to Jerusalem shortly before his death 
in Jerusalem was doubtless also handed down. And that the discrepant geo¬ 
graphical data (7:24, 31; 8:27) are taken over from the tradition is very prob¬ 
able (Marxsen). But it is very questionable whether Jesus, as Mark presupposes 
(adopted by Matthew and Luke, in contrast to John!), was never in Jerusalem 
before the journey which Mk. 10:1 ff. describes. In addition to Jesus* saying in 
Mt. 23:37 par. Lk. 13:34, a series of incidental data of Mark presupposes that 
Jesus had worked earlier in Jerusalem (see K. L. Schmidt, Kahmen [see lit. to 
271 flF., 301 f.; Marxsen, 34). If it follows that Mark himself essentially created 
the itinerary of Jesus, then it must also be recognized that the extensive con¬ 
centration of Jesus* activity in Galilee originated in a theological motive. 
According to Schreiber, Mark could not let Jesus travel repeatedly to Jerusalem 
because Jesus* journey to Jerusalem is the nonrepeatablc anabasis of the Re¬ 
deemer into the heavenly sanctuary. Schreiber also contends that for Mark 
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Galilee is the ‘‘Galilee of the Gentiles” with the inclusion of the Gentile places 
Tyre, Sidon, and Caesarea Philippi. But Schreiber’s views are simply read into the 
text. Neither does the text support Lohmeyer’s view that for Mark Galilee is 
the land of Jesus, because Jesus works there in the time of the evangelists by 
the proclamation of the Christian communities, and according to 14:28 and 
16:7 promised his parousia in Galilee (E. Lohmeyer, Galilaa nnd Jerusalem, 
FRLANT 52, 1936, 26 ff.; Marxsen; H.-W. Bartsch also interprets 14:28; 16:7 
as referring to the parousia, “Entmythologisierende Auslegung,” Theologische 
Forschnng 26, 1962, 79). But most probably the promise, “But after I am 
raised up, I will go before you to Galilee” (14:28; cf. 16:7) is an allusion to 
the appearances of the Risen One (cf. W. G. Kiimmel [see above, p. 53] 77 ff.). 
On the other hand, it doubtless proves correct that, apart from both places 
mentioned and the alien reference to Galilee in 6:21, Galilee is always inserted 
by the evangelist (Lohmeyer), and that all crucial statements about Jesus’ 
activity are linked with Galilee (Marxsen): Jesus comes out of Galilee (1:9), 
begins there his preaching (1:14, 39), wins there his first disciples (1:16) and 
followers (1:28; 3:7), announces there his passion (9:30), and promises his 
return as the Risen One to Galilee (14:28). And as Galilee is, for Mark, the 
place of the eschatological revelation of Jesus, so also it is the starting point of 
the Gentile mission (7:24, 28, 37; 14:28, cf. 4:32; 13:10; 14:9; Lightfoot, 
Boobyer, Karnetzki). The structure of Mark is, therefore, according to geo¬ 
graphical scenes. This structure was occasioned in its main features by the tradi¬ 
tion, and receives its characteristic stamp through the theological conception of 
the significance of Galilee as the place of Jesus’ eschatological activity and the 
starting point of the Gentile mission, which is guided on its way by the Risen 
One. Accordingly, Jerusalem appears not only as the place of Jesus’ death (doubt¬ 
less in conformity to the historical tradition), but also as the place of origin of 
the Jewish hardness of heart toward Jesus (3:22; 7:1; 10:33; 11:18). For the 
reverse side to Mark’s emphasis upon the Gentile mission is his repeated reference 
to the Jews’ unbelief, above all, the unbelief of the Jewish leaders who delivered 
up Jesus to the Gentiles, and to God’s judgment upon such unbelief (cf. 3:6; 
7:6, 8; 8:31; 9:31; 10:33; 12:12; 13:2; 14:41; 15:38 and Boobyer, Galilee, 
340 ff.; Burkill, NovT 1959). Therefore Mark shows in the manner in which 
he divides the history of Jesus between Galilee and Jerusalem his theological 
conception of the transition of salvation from the unbelieving Jews to the be¬ 
lieving Gentiles, thereby revealing that he addresses himself to Gentile Christians, 
who have no more connection with Jerusalem and the Jews there. On the other 
hand, any kind of a polemic “against the Jewish-Christian theology of the 
primitive church and especially against Peter” is not to be recognized in Mark 
(against Tyson, 267; Schreiber, 177; Schulz, 190). 

But now there overlaps with Mark’s “geographical-theological” structure 
“another which is of systematic or Christological nature and which exhibits a 
clear break between 8:26 and 8:27” (Riesenfeld; the break does not lie after 
8:21, against Kuby). In 1:1-8:26 there are, of course, occasional allusions to 
the significance of Jesus’ person (1:34; 2:10, I7b, 19, 28; 3:11; 4:41; 6:2, 
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14-16). But not until after 8:27 is the question about the nature of this Jesus 
put directly and answered, and at the same time reference made to the necessity 
for salvation of his death and resurrection (8:27-31, 38; 9:2 ff., 12, 31, 41; 
10:33 f., 45; 11:1 ff., 27 ff.; 12:6 ff., 3 5 ff.; 13:26 f., 32 and the passion narra¬ 
tive) . This concentration of the Christological and soteriological material in the 
second half of the Gospel is doubtless the conscious construction of the evan¬ 
gelist: **Now for the first time the Gospel, as the apostles proclaimed it, actually 
begins; previously one notices little of it” (J. Wellhausen, Das Ev, Marci, ^1909, 
62). Therefore, it becomes evident in this editorial concentration of the Chris¬ 
tological material that **Mark is fully conceived according to the post-Easter 
kerygma” (so finally with methodical, convincing proof, Schweizer; see also 
Burkill, ZNW 1961, 197 f.). This fact is all the more revealed by a motif 
which is utilized in this composition, namely, the motif of the "messianic secret.” 
Wrede first established this idea as characteristic for Mark by reference to the 
commands to silence (1:34, 44; 3:12; 5:43; 7:36; 8:26, 30; 9:9), to the instruc¬ 
tion of the disciples alone (7:17 f.; 9:30 f., 33; 10:10), and to the veiled 
meaning of the discourse of parables (4:10 ff., 34/?). In this idea of the "mes¬ 
sianic secret” Wrede saw a dogmatic harmonization (which was already taken 
over by Mark) between the nonmessianic actuality of the historical Jesus and 
the messianic faith of the primitive community since the Resurrection (see 
WGK, NT, 362 ff.). This explanation of the facts (taken over by Bultmann) 
doubtless does not prove true for Mark (and then also not for the tradition 
taken over by Mark, if his "messianic” claim belonged to the reality of the 
historical Jesus; cf. W. G. Kiimmel, "Das Problem des geschichtlichen Jesus in 
der gegenwiirtigen Forschungslage,” in Der bistorische Jesns uml der kerygmati- 
sche Christusy edited by H. Ristow and K. Matthiae, 1960, 51 f.). For Mark 
knows nothing of a nonmessianic Jesus. On the contrary, his presentation of 
the required secrecy about the office of Jesus meets again and again with the 
breaking through of this secret as reported by Mark himself through the demons 
(1:24; 3:11), through the sick (10:47), and through Jesus himself (2:19; 9: 
2 ff.; 11:1 ffi., 27 f.; 14:62; cf. Burkill). But above all, the extensive discussion 
about the problem of the messianic secret since Wrede has shown that the 
presentation used by Mark is more differentiated (see besides the lit. in ^6: H. J. 
Ebeling, Das Messiasgebehnnh und die Botsebaft des Marcus-Evangelisteity Beih. 
ZNW 19, 1939; E. Percy, Die Botsebaft Jes7i, Lunds Universitets Aarsskrift, 
N. S. 1, Vol. 49 Nr. 5, 1953, 271 ff.; E. Sjoberg, Der verborgen? Mensebensobn 
in den Evv,, Skrifter utgivna av Kungl. Humanistiska Vetenskapssamfundet 
i Lund 53, 1955, 100 ff.). On the one hand, the disciples appear as a chosen 
group to whom the secret is announced, and therefore it is not entirely concealed 
(already 4:11 f., 34; cf. Percy, Schweizer.). On the other hand, there appears 
before 8:26 a different relation of Jesus and his disciples to the secret than after 
8:26 (Sjoberg, Kuby, Burkill, Schweizer): Up to 8:26 Jesus decs not speak of 
the necessity of his passion and of his resurrection, and the disciples do not com¬ 
prehend who Jesus is, but after 8:27 they misunderstand the secret disclosed 
to them about the suffering Messiah. It is, therefore, still clea;:er that Mark’s 
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presentation of the messianic secret has to do with a dogmatic theory which 
shaped the recital of the traditional material; yet the evangelist’s goal intended 
in connection with this theory is by no means clearly recognizable. Hence at¬ 
tempts have been made to explain the secret with the contention that ''the 
union of the Hellenistic kerygma about Christy whose essential content consists of 
the Christ myth as we learn of it in Paul (esp. Phil. 2:6 ff.; Rom. 3:24) with 
the tradition of the story of Jesus*^ (Bultmann, History [see above, p. 34], 
347 f.) necessarily brings with itself the concealment of the Redeemer (Schrei- 
ber). But the joining of the myth about the concealed Redeemer with the 
Palestinian Jesus tradition (so also Marxsen, Schulz) doubtless is not present 
in Mark, since Mark knows neither the preexistence of Jesus nor the ascent of 
the Redeemer from the cross. The intentional concealment of the Messiah has 
also been understood as a form of expression for the divine rejection of the un¬ 
faithful Jews (Boobyer), but then it must be objected that the Messiah’s 
dignity now and then breaks through. Some (Percy, Boobyer, Schweizer) have 
claimed to find in the messianic secret the form of expression for the knowledge 
that faith in the man Jesus as the Son of God was first possible on the basis of 
faith in the act of God in the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus. But this 
view cannot explain the change in the relation of Jesus to his disciples after 
8:27. According to Sjoberg, the concealment of the Messiah corresponds with 
the apocalyptic idea of the Son of man who is not revealed until the parousla; but 
the concealment in Mark is only very limited. And according to Dibelius, Light- 
foot, Grant, and Burkill, the theory about the Messiah who wishes to be con¬ 
cealed is a theory forced upon the material with the intention of explaining the 
puzzling unbelief of the Jews as a consequence of divine predestination. But this 
interpretation does not explain why even the chosen disciples do not understand 
the secret made known to them. And the contention that the messianic secret 
has to do only with a literary means of the evangelist which was supposed to 
call special attention to the significance of Jesus* person (Ebeling), is even more 
unconvincing because it then remains unexplained why Mark again and again 
allows the command to be violated. Consequently, a clear explanation of the 
Christological purpose of the evangelist does not follow from the text. Yet we 
most easily will determine correctly the intention of the evangelist if we under¬ 
stand the portrait of the Son of man who wants to be concealed but who 
cannot remain concealed as an expression of faith. Tliis faith recognizes already 
in the earthly life of Jesus the concealed dignity of the Son of God who goes 
through death to resurrection. In contrast to this faith, the unbelief of the 
Jews and the misunderstanding of the disciples can be explained only by inten¬ 
tional concealment. But even if the theological purpose of Mark can be explained 
only hypothetically, it is nevertheless clear that Mark wrote a book which 
shaped theologically the Palestinian Jesus tradition. It is also evident that Mark 
intended his *‘book of secret epiphanies” (Dibelius) for Gentile- Christian readers. 
In this way the puzzle of Jewish unbelief and the grace of the call of the 
Gentiles was supposed to be made understandable to Gentile Christians through 
the portrayal of the earthly way of the Risen One. 






68 


Introduction to the New Testament 


As a result of the preceding investigation, two frequently advocated theses 
turn out to be false: 

a) Since Papias maintained that Mark is based upon the preaching of Peter 
(see above, p. 43), attempts have often been made to show that in Mark Peter 
is prominent in a special manner or at least to trace back tc* Peter a part 
of the material taken up by Mark (thus recently, e.g., Albertz, Hopfl-Gut, 
Klijn, Schafer, Meinertz, Michaelis, Wikenhauser, Sparks, Heard, Cranfleld, Cole, 
Johnson, Grundmann, Michel, Vaganay, Lcon-Dufour, Colon, Grant, Guy, 
T. W. Manson, Turner, and others). But neither the mention of the blameworthy 
features in the portrait of Peter (8:33; 9:5; 14:30 f., 66 ff.) nor the references 
to the role of Peter as spokesman of the disciples (1:36; 5:37; 8:29; 9:2; 11:21; 
13:3; 14:33; 16:7) can establish the contention that these dati can go back 
only to the narrative of Peter, since nothing speaks against the fact that all is 
simply taken over from the tradition. And that which must be recognized con¬ 
cerning the material lying at the basis of Mark and its cojnposit.on leads in no 
wise to an eyewitness as chief transmitter of the tradition. “Without the sug¬ 
gestion by Papias we would hardly have claimed Peter as authority for the 
material of the Markan report” (Jiilicher-Fascher). Hence there was hardly a 
special connection of Mark with Peter (cf. Riddle-Hutson, Bea.re, Bornkamm, 
Nineham, JThSt 1958, 20 f.). 

b) Since G. Volkmar (18 57) the thesis has been advocated, at first in opposi¬ 
tion to the Tubingen school, that Mark stands under the influence of Pauline 
theology (for the history of this thesis see Werner, Iff.). But after Werner 
demonstrated that Mark rather was dependent upon the Gentile-(3hristian tradi¬ 
tion, this thesis was reconstructed so that one assumes that Mark joins “the 
Pauline Kerygma and the (so-called) synoptic tradition” (Marxsen, similarly 
Bultmann, Percy [see p. 66], 295 f., Schreiber, Tyson). But so little as it is 
demonstrable that Mark was influenced by the Hellenistic Christ myth (see 
above, p. 67), so little is there any basis for the hypothesis that Mark, under 
Paul’s influence, regarded the death of Jesus as redemptive. Acco::ding to I Cor. 
15:3, this evaluation of Jesus* death was already the view of the primitive com¬ 
munity. And the concept Kvptos^ which is especially characteristic of Paul, is 
lacking in Mark, as well as the Pauline conception of the humiliation of God’s 
Son. Just as it is clear that Mark molded theologically the Palestinian Jesus-tradi- 
tion according to Gentile-Christian presuppositions, so it is equally evident that 
we cannot demonstrate any direct connection with Paul or with the Pauline 
form of Gentile Christianity (so also Feine-Bchm, Grant, Guy) . 


3. Author 

The author of Mark reveals his identity nowhere in his Gospel. For that he, 
by mentioning the youth who fled naked in connection with Jesus’ arrest (14: 
51 f.), recounts a “personal experience” (so Zahn, Wohlenberg, Hopfl-Gut, 
Feine-Bchm, Albertz, Meinertz, Michaelis, Henshaw, Grundmann, Schniewind), 
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is a strange and completely improbable conjecture, and, even if it proves true, 
discloses no name. But the oldest tradition, which we find attested by Papias, 
mentions MapKo? as author of this Gospel, who wrote down the reports of 
Peter from memory (see above, p. 43). We have already seen that a special 
relation of Mark to the Petrine tradition cannot be proved, and that Papias, or 
the presbyter cited by him, had no trustworthy knowledge concerning the rela¬ 
tion of the author of Mark to Peter. Neither can we shore up the remark of 
Papias about Mark by conjecturing rdx^L for rd^et and then translating: **. . . as 
much as he (Peter) remembered . . . , he (Mark) set down in writing accurately, 
indeed not at all hastily—in a slipshod manner. . . For the hypothesis of a 
change in subject from **as much as he (Peter) remembered’* to *‘he (Mark) 
set down in writing” is just as arbitrary as the hypothesis that the Ta^et of Papias 
was erroneously heard as Ta^cc (against H. A. Rigg, “Papias on Mark,” NovT 
1, 1956, 161 ff.). But even if the report of Papias about the relation of the 
author of Mark to Peter is untrustworthy, his statement could yet prove right in 
that the author of Mark was called Mark. Papias is, of course, the only inde¬ 
pendent witness, for the other reports concerning Mark as “Peter’s Memoirs” 
(Just., Dial, 106, 3) and about the circumstances which induced Mark to write 
down the preaching of Peter (Irenaeus, Clement, Origen, Hieronymus; texts in 
Huck-Lietzmann, Synopse ^ VIII ff.), are all dependent upon Papias and have 
no independent value as evidence. And the great age of the Latin prologue to 
Mark, according to which Mark wrote his Gospel in Italy after the death of 
Peter, has become completely uncertain (see below, p. 343). 

The Mark whom Papias named as the author of Mark is certainly identical 
with the John Mark mentioned more than once in Acts (and not with an un¬ 
known Roman Christian named “Marcus” [so Grant]). He was the son of a 
Mary, in whose house in Jerusalem a part of the primitive congregation came 
together (Acts 12:12). His cousin (Col. 4:10) Barnabas and Paul took him 
with them to Antioch after the collection journey (Acts 12:25) and on the 
so-called first missionary journey (Acts 13:5), yet John Mark soon returned 
to Jerusalem (Acts 13:13). On Mark’s account Barnabas later separated from 
Paul in Antioch and went with Mark to Cyprus (Acts 15:37 ff.). Later Mark 
again belonged to the circle of Paul. Paul (Phlm. 24) names him among his 
fellow workers. In Col. 4:10 Paul commends him to the congregation at 
Colossae for a hospitable reception. According to II Tim. 4:11, Timothy is 
supposed to bring Mark to Rome with him. I Pet. 5:13 refers to Mark as 
“MttpK 05 6 md? /xov.” In view of the pseudonomity of I Pet. (see ^28, 4) we can¬ 
not say how this notice in I Pet. is related to these reports concerning the tem¬ 
porary working together of Mark with Paul. On the other hand, the ending of 
the sentence about Mark which is preserved at the beginning of the Muratorian 
Canon (“at which he nevertheless was present and thus set them down” [quibus 
tamen interfuit et ita posuit]) can well be understood to mean that Mark was 
present at some of the events which he narrates. Even if Mark was not a 
follower of Jesus, he presumably grew up in Jerusalem and witnessed the time 
when Jesus appeared there and died. 
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For the correctness of the tradition first attested by Papias that this John 
Mark was the author of Mark, we may adduce the fact that apparently early the 
tendency existed of ascribing the Gospels to the personal disciples of Jesus, even 
if we can establish this fact for the time of Papias only for Matthew (see 
below, pp. 84 f.). Consequently, it was not natural to ascribe Mark secondarily 
to a nonapostle and nondisciple. Hence the great majority of scholars regard 
the composition of Mark by John Mark as certain. Nevertheless there are still 
some difficulties not easily eliminated (cf. Heard, Grant, Johnson, Beach): The 
author does not appear to know the Palestinian geography clearly (cf. 7:31); 
he writes for Gentile Christians with a sharp rejection of the unbelieving Jews; 
he does not know that the report about the Baptist’s death (6:17 ff.) does not 
correspond with Palestinian practice. Of these objections the reference to the 
polemic tendency of Mark weighs the most heavily, but it can also be said that 
it was entirely possible for a Jewish Christian living in a Gentile-Christian en¬ 
vironment to adopt such an attitude. That John Mark wrote Mark is therefore 
thoroughly possible, even if the question can hardly be answered unequivocally. 


4. Place and Time of Composition 

From Eusebius (EH II, 15, 2) we can only infer with much uncertainty that 
Papias already advocated the composition of Mark in Rome. On the other hand, 
Clement of Alexandria (in Eus., EH VI, 14, 6) clearly testifies to this tradition, 
with which the great majority of modern scholars agree. In support of this tradi¬ 
tion the use of numerous Latin loan-words has been referred to, e.g.: /x68to? 
(4:21), Xeyuoi' (5:9, 15), aTreKOvXaTiop (6:27), SyvdpLou (6:37), $e(jTr)^ = 
sextarius, jug (7:4), K7yrcjo9 = census (12:14), </)payeAAow = ilagellare (15: 
15), K€VTvpLii)V (15:39, 44 ff.); the explanations AeTrra 8uo, o co-rtr KoSpdvTrj<s 
(quadrans) (12:42), avXrj^, 6 ianv TTpairdpiov (15:16); phrases like to iKavdy 
TTOLyaaL = satisfacere (15:15) or paTriV/xatru/ avrop eXapov = vorberibus eum 
acceperunt (14:65). But here Mark has to do largely with technical military 
terms, and Luke-Acts likewise has numerous Latinisms (see Moule, Idiom-Book 
[see above, p. 22], 192).—If the right of the wife to dissolve the marriage 
mentioned in 10:12 (which, in accordance with Jewish regulations, is missing 
from Mt. 5:32; 19:9) is an amplification of Mark with regard to his Gentile 
readers, then he just as well could have had the Hellenistic as the Roman legal 
situation in mind. And the argument that Mark, in competition with Matthew 
and Luke, could have found general ecclesiastical recognition only if an impor¬ 
tant congregation stood behind it, can be cited for any larger Christian congre¬ 
gation, if the argument has cogency at all. In other respects nothing points 
directly to Rome, and a Gentile-Christian congregation of the East is very 
probable (e.g., Syria, so Karnetzki, Schreiber; less probably, Galilee, so Marxsen; 
Ropes thinks of a region where Alexander and Rufus were known). 

The time of Mark’s composition is difficult to determine. An early origin (c. 
40: Torrey; about 50-60: Meinertz, Albertz, Hopfl-Gut) is improbable, because 
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the development of the evangelical tradition is already far advanced, and in 
Mk. 13 at least the threatening nearness of the Jewish war can probably be per¬ 
ceived. But inasmuch as there is no clear reference to the destruction of Jerusalem 
in the year 70, most scholars date Mark in the years 64-70. Certain scholars, 
however, regard composition after 70 as more probable (Johnson, Beach, Bran¬ 
don). Brandon claims to see reflected in Mk. 13 the situation of the Roman 
Christians in the year 71, but his proof is hardly convincing. Since no effective 
argument for a year before or after 70 can be cited, we must be satisfied with 
the conclusion that Mark was written around 70. 

5. The Ending of Mark 

Today it is generally recognized that the report of the Resurrection and 
Ascension (16:9-20) found in the majority of the manuscripts and versions was 
not a part of the original Mark. In support of that is not only the lack of this 
report in the oldest tradition (^< B k sy®'” and the testimony of Eusebius and 
Hieronymus), but also the divergent character of the text in respect to the other 
Gospels (lit. to the question of the Markan ending is indicated in J. Duplacy, 
O 7 I en est , , , [see p. 3 59], 44; R. Bultmann, History [see p. 34], 437; 
\V. G. Kiimmcl, ThRdsch 17, 1948-49, 9 note 2; 18, 1950, 23 note 1. Also 
E. Helzle, **Der Schluss des Mk. und das Freer-Logion,’’ ThLZ 8 5, 1960, 470 ff. 
[Diss. Tubingen]). This section, which represents a rounded-off composition 
strongly dependent upon Luke, must have originated in the second century, 
since Tatian and Irenaeus know it (Iren, already as Markan ending), but before 
the fifth century (Codex W) it is not attested in Greek manuscripts of the NT. 
The so-called "Freer-Logion” also probably arose in the second century as a sup¬ 
plement to the secondary Markan ending. The *Treer-Logion,” which in W is 
interpolated between 16:14 and 16:15, is a defense of the twelve with reference 
to the power of Satan, and an answer of Christ (English in S. E. Johnson, Mark, 
p. 265). And the ‘‘shorter Markan ending” attested in some manuscripts 
(L'F etc.) and later versions between 16:8 and 16:9 (in k instead of 16:9-20) 
is all the more a secondary supplement to 16:1-8. 

From these various attempts to bring Mark to an end after 16:8, we must 
clearly recognize that the feeling arose very early that Mark could not have 
ended with 16:8. Matthew and Luke must also have had the same feeling, for 
their divergence after Mk. 16:8 shows that the Mark which was expanded by 
them already concluded with 16:8. But was that the original conclusion of 
Mark? Till today that is disputed by many, mainly because it is thought that 
the predicted appearance of the Risen One in Galilee (14:28; 16:7) must have 
been reported. To be sure, no one has yet been able to make really clear how 
the originally existing ending was lost. One could hardly have remained satisfied 
with a loss which arose because of the breaking off of a page; and no one can 
say why the conclusion would have been intentionally removed (that would 
have had to happen before Matthew and Luke!). Consequently, scholarship in 
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increasing measure is inclining toward the view that Mark reachc:d his intended 
end with 16:8 (e.g., Michaelis, Lightfoot, Lohmeyer, Grant, Grundmann, 
Carrington, Farrer, Klijn, Marxsen, Heard, Schreiber, Guy, Tyson, W. C. Allen, 
JThSt 47, 1946, 46 ff.; 48, 1947, 201 ff.; L. J. D. Richardson, JThSt 49, 
1948, 144 ff., and others). In this connection, especially, the two following 
questions must be answered: Could a book have ended with ydp} What meaning 
has the abrupt ending iej^oPovvTO ydp} The stylistic possibility of a ydp at the 
end of a book has been established (cf. Richardson, lac, r/7.). Tlie reference to 
the fear of the women means the awe in view of the message of the Resurrec¬ 
tion. Such a reference is an appropriate conclusion as emphasis upon the message 
of the angel (16:6), a message which is crucial for Mark. Moreover, Mark 
through his composition of 16:6-8 created a contradiction bet'ween the command 
of the angel (16:7) and the silence of the women (16:8) (see thereto most re¬ 
cently H. Grass, Ostergcscbche7t nnd Osterberiebte, -1962, 16 ff., 289). This 
contradiction permits no continuation at all. Thus there is some probability that 
the tvayyiXiov, which Mark according to 1:1 wanted to proclaim, reached its goal 
with 16:7 f., and that therefore we have Mark entirely preserved. 


§7, The Gospel of Matthew 

Commentaries, see p. 3 87. Studies: cf. besides the lit. to §5 E. vcN Dobschutz, 
“Mt. als Rabbi und Katcchet,” ZNW 27, 1928, 338 ff.; B. W. Bacon, Studies in Mat- 
thexUy 1930 (thereto W. G. Kummel, ThLZ 57, 1932, 29 ff.); C. C. Torrey, The 
Biblical Quotations in Matt beta y Documents of the Primitive Church, 1941, 41 ff.; 

S. E. Johnson, “The Biblical Quotations in Matthew,” HarvThR 36, 1943, 13 5 ff.; 

T. W. Manson, *'Thc Gospel According to St. Matthew,” BJRL 29, 1945-46, 392 ff. 
(= Manson, St. 68 flF.); K. W. Clark, ”The Gentile Bias in Matthew,” JBL 66, 1947, 
165 ff.; C. H. Dodd, ‘‘Matthew and Paul,” ExpT 58, 1946-47, 293 flF. (= NT Studies, 
1953, 53 ff.); J. S. Kennard, ‘‘The Place of Origin of Matthew’s Gosjfel,” AThR 31, 
1949, 243 ff.; G. D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel According to St. Mattheu/, 
^1950; S. G. F. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian Church, 19 51, 
217 ff.; K. Stendahl, The School of St. Matthexu, ASNU 20, 1954 (see thereto 
P. ViELHAUER, ThLZ 81, 1956, 39 ff.) ; idem, “Quis et unde? An Analysis of Mt.1-2,” 
Jiidentum, Urchristentum, Kirche, Festschr. fiir J. Jeremias, Beih. ZNW 26, 1960, 
94 ff.; B. Gartner, “The Habakkuk Commentary (DSH) and the Gospel of 
Matthew,” StTh 8, 1954, 1 ff.; N.A. Dahl, “Die Passionsgeschichte bei Matthaus,” 
NTSt 2, 195 5-56, 17 ff.; F. V. Filson, “Broken Patterns in the Gospel of Matthew,” 
JBL 75, 1956, 227 ff.; L. Vaganay, DBS V, 1957, 940 C. U. Wolf, “The Gospel to 
the Essenes,” BR 3, 1958, 28 ff.; P. Nepper-Christensen, Das ML, ein jude?ichristli- 
ches Ev.?, Acta Thcologica Danica I, 1958 (bibl.); O. Michel, CBL. 1959, 857 ff.; 
J. Jeremias, “Die Muttersprachc dcs Evangelisten Matthaus,” ZNW 50, 1959, 270 ff.; 
H.-W. Bartsch, “Die Passions- und Ostergeschichten bei Matthaus,” Bcisileia, W. Frei- 
tag zum 60. Geburtstag, 1959, 28 ff. ( = “Entmythologisiercnde Auslegung,” Theolo- 
gische Forschung 26, 1962, 80 ff.) ; W. Trilling, Das xvahre Israel. Studien zur Theo- 
logie des ML, Erfurter Theologische Studien 7, 1959 (thereto G. Baf.th, ThLZ 86, 
1961, 756 ff.) ; J. C. Fenton, “Inclusio and Chiasmus in Matthew,” StE\, 1959, 174 ff.; 
E. P. Blair, Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew, 1960; G. Bornkamm, G Barth, H. J. 
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Held, Uberlieferung und Auslegung im Mt., WMANT 1, 1960 (blbl.); Traditiofi and 
Interpretation in Matthew, Tr. Percy Scott, 1963; G. Hebert, *‘Thc Problem of the 
Gospel According to Matthew,” Scottish Journal of Theology 14, 1961, 403 ff.; C. H. 
Lohr, *‘Oral Techniques in the Gospel of Matthew,” CBQ 23, 1961, 403 ff.; J. P. 
Brown, “The Form of ‘Q’ Known to Matthew,” NTSt 8, 1961-62, 27 ff.; G. Strecker, 
Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit. UntersucJmng zur Theologie des Mt., FRLANT 82, 1962; 
J. Schmid, LThK VII, 1962, 176 ff.; X. Leon-Dufour, “Theologie de Matthieu” (lit. 
report), RScR 50, 1962, 90 ff. 


1. Contents 

Chaps. 1, 2: Jesns^ namei and places of origin (see Stcndahl, Jeremias- 
Festschr.): Genealogy of Jesus (1:1-17); birth and naming of Jesus 
(1:18-25); homage of the Magi in Bethlehem (2:1-12); flight to Egypt 
(2:13-15); slaughter of the innocents in Bethlehem (2:16-18); return from 
Egypt and taking up residence in Nazareth (2:19-23). 3:1-4:11: Preparation 
for Jesus* appearance: John the Baptist (3:1-12); Jesus’ baptism (3:13-17); 
temptation (4:1-11). 

First Principal Part (4:12-13:58): Jesus in Galilee. After an introductory 
description of Jesus* first appearance (4:12-17), the call of his first disciples 
(4:18-22), and his first teaching and healing activity (3:23-25), there is a 
description of his activity through word (Chaps. 5-7: Sermon on the Mount) 
and deed (Chaps. 8, 9: ten miracles, interrupted by discourses [8:18-22; 9:9-17], 
namely: healing of a leper [8:1-4], of the servant of the centurion from Caper¬ 
naum [8:5-13], of Peter’s mother-in-law and of many sick [8:14-17], rejection 
of unfit followers [8:18-22], stilling the storm at sea [8:23-27], healing of 
Gadarene demoniacs [8:28-34], of a paralytic [9:1-8], call of Matthew the 
publican and the banquet at his house [9:9-13], question about fasting 
[9:14-17], healing of Jairus’ daughter and of the woman with the issue of 
blood [9:18-26], of two blind men [9:27-31], and of a dumb demoniac [9:32- 
34]). Discussions follow (11, 12), framed by discourses (10, 13), and intro¬ 
duced by a new description of the teaching and healing activity of Jesus (9:3 5- 
38): sending out of the twelve disciples and discourse to the disciples (directions 
for the mission, sayings on the destiny of the disciples, exhortation to fearless con¬ 
fession and suffering) (10:1-11:1); Jesus and the Baptist (11:2-19); woes on 
the cities of Galilee (11:20-24); cry of joy and call of the Savior (11:25-30); 
controversy discourses with the Pharisees (Sabbath conflicts, wrongful accusa¬ 
tion of Jesus as ally of Beelzebub, demand for a sign) (12:1-45); Jesus’ true 
relatives (12:46-50); seven parables on the kingdom of heaven (sower and 
interpretation, purpose of the discourse in parables, weeds among the wheat 
and interpretation, mustard seed, leaven, treasure, pearl, drag-net) (13:1-52); 
rejection at Nazareth (13:53-58). 

Second Principal Part (14:1—20:34): Jesus’ journeys through Galilee, 
neighboring regions, and to Jerusalem: Herod and Jesus (14:1-2); execution of 
the Baptist (14:3-12); feeding of the 5,000 (14:13-21); Jesus* walking on the 
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sea and Peter’s sinking (14:22-33); healings at Gennesaret (14:34-46); dis¬ 
course concerning clean and unclean (15:1-20); Jesus and the Canaanite woman 
(15:21-28); healing of the sick (15:29-31); feeding of the 4,000 (15:32-39); 
demand for a sign (16:1-4); warning against the leaven of the Pharisees 
(16:5-12); Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi (16:13-20); f.rst announce¬ 
ment of the Passion (16:21-23); sayings concerning suffering of the disciples 
and the coming of the Son of man (16:24-28); Transfiguration and discourse 
about the return of Elijah (17:1-13); healing of an epileptic boy (17:14-21); 
second announcement of the Passion (17:22-23); question with regard to the 
temple tax (17:24-27); the discourse to the disciples (sayings concerning rela¬ 
tion to children, concerning offenses, concerning relations in the church, parable 
of the unmerciful servant) (18:1-35); discourse concerning marriage and di¬ 
vorce (19:1-12); blessing of the children (19:13-15); the rich young man 
(19:16-26); reward for following Jesus (19:27-30); parable of the laborers in 
the vineyard (20:1-16); third announcement of the Passion (20:17-19); Jesus 
and the sons of Zebedee (20:20-28); healing of two blind men before Jericho 
(20:29-34). 

Third Principal Part (21:1-27:66): Jesus in Jerusalem: entrance into Jeru¬ 
salem (21:1-11); cleansing of the temple (21:12 f.); homage cf the children 
in the temple (21:14-17); cursing of the fig tree (21:18-22); question about 
authority (21:23-27); parables of the dissimilar sons (21:28-32); of the wicked 
husbandmen (21:33-46), and of the royal marriage (22:1-14); question of 
the Pharisees about tribute money (22:15-22); question of the Sadducees con¬ 
cerning the Resurrection (22:23-33); question of the Pharisees about the Great 
Commandment (22:34-40); Jesus’ question to the Pharisees concerning the 

Davidic sonship of the Messiah (22:41-46); discourse against the scribes and 

Pharisees (seven cries of woe) (23:1-36); lament over Jerusalem (23:37-39); 
eschatological discourse (chaps. 24, 25) (destruction of the temple [24:1 f.]; 
signs of the end [24:3-14]; the great tribulation [24:15-28]; the parousia of 

the Son of man [24:29-31]; the time of the end [24:32-36]; parables of the 

flood, the watchful householder, the faithful and the wicked servant, the ten 
virgins, the entrusted talents [24:37-25:30]; prophecy of the Son of man’s 
world judgment [25:31-46]). 

26:1-27:56: passion narrative: decision of death (26:1-5); anointing at 
Bethany (26:6-13); betrayal by Judas (26:14-16); preparation for the Passover 
meal (26:17-19); designation of the traitor and institution of the Lord’s Supper 
(26:20-30); prophecy of the denial, Gethsemane, arrest of Jesus, trial before 
the Sanhedrin, Peter’s denial (26:31-75); deliverance of Jesus to Pilate, death 
of Judas, trial before Pilate and death sentence, mocking, wa}' to Golgotha, 
crucifixion and death of Jesus (27:1-56); burial (27:57-61); guard at the 
tomb (27:62-66). Resurrection report (28:1-20): news of the Resurrection at 
the empty tomb (28:1-8); appearance of the Risen One before the women 
(28:9 f.); the Jewish lie about the theft of Jesus’ corpse (23:11-15); last 
words of the Risen One to his disciples on a mountain in Galilee (command to 
baptize and to disciple the nations) (28:16-20). 
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2. Literary Character and Theological Purpose of Matthew 

The question about the organization of Matthew in the purport of the evan¬ 
gelist cannot be answered with certainty. The organization reproduced under 1., 
which corresponds with that in many commentaries and NT introductions, is 
basically oriented toward Mark and indicates that Matthew only up to 13:35 
diverges from the Markan sequence, and even there only to a very limited extent 
(see above, pp. 47 f.), and therefore essentially follows the geographical organi¬ 
zation of Mark. But because this intention is not positively demonstrable, various 
other organizations have been proposed: according to the number seven (Albertz, 
Lohmeyer); according to thematic viewpoints (Lcon-Dufour in Robert- 
Feuillet). Many have accepted Bacon’s proposal that Matthew, by means of the 
uniform endings of the discourses in 7:28; 11:1; 13:53; 19:1; 26:1 (fcat iyevero 
0 T£ cTfAccrer 6 *lr]Gov<; tou? Aoyov? tovtov^s or similar), wishes to indicate that the 
five discourses in chaps. 5-7; 10; 13; 18; 24-25, together with the narratives 
which precede each discourse, form five books corresponding to the five books 
of Moses (so also Kilpatrick, Stendahl, Johnson, Dahl, Hopfl-Gut, Benoit, BdJ, 
Grant, Brown). But this view has rightly been opposed for the following reasons: 
1) the acceptance of this fivefold division of the discourses leaves ch. 23 out 
of consideration; 2) chaps. 1, 2 must be designated incorrectly as prologue and 
chaps. 26-28 as epilogue; 3) after all, we need not even consider the idea that 
Matthew wants to picture Jesus as the "new Moses”; 4) Matthew in no wise 
points out to his readers that he is presenting five identical discourse endings; 
5) nor does Matthew suggest that the narratives which precede the discourses 
are supposed to be paired with the discourses (cf. Bornkamm, Barth, Blair, Lohr, 
Trilling, Strecker). We must be satisfied to state that basically Matthew took 
over the Markan framework of the reports and placed it at the basis of his 
expanded presentation, since Mark’s framework apparently appeared suitable to 
him for the purpose he had in view. 

Matthew fundamentally transformed Mark’s report by means of scattered 
rearrangements, by means of considerable abbreviation and reformulation, but, 
above all, by means of inserting extensive material. We have already alluded to 
the fact that the rearrangements which Matthew undertook in respect to 
Mk. 1—5 assisted in the systematic collection of similar material (see above, 
pp. 47 f.). Tliis systematization becomes further evident in that in the discourse 
compositions inserted by Matthew the material was arranged together from the 
topical point of view (cf. the six antitheses [5:21-48], the three texts about the 
correct cultic behavior [6:1-18], the eschatological parables [24:37—25:46], 
etc.), even though the material, as the parallels out of Q which are present in 
Luke show, had not yet had such arrangement in the tradition. Tliis systematiza¬ 
tion, which is recognizable through a comparison with Mark and Q, is in accord 
with Matthew’s fondness for the repetition of similar formulations (4:23, 9:3 5, 
10:1; 9:13, 12:7; 8:12, 13:42, 50, 22:13, 24:51, 25:30; 3:7, 12:34, 23:33; 
the introductory formulas of the so-called "formula quotations”, see below 
p. 78, etc.), the use of schematic numbers (seven parables [ch. 13], ten mira- 
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cle stories [chaps. 8, 9], seven woes against the Pharisees [ch. 23], etc.), the 
stereotyped formulation of the beginning and ending of the miracle stories, and 
generally the easily remembered presentation (see the lists in von Dobschiitz, 
Held, 214 ff. and the lists in Lohr that are to be sifted critically). Moreover, 
Matthew considerably improved Mark’s Greek (cf. Wernle [see lit. to 55], 
146 flf.), substantially abbreviated Mark’s reports, and assimilated the miracles 
of healing to the controversy discourses [Streitgesprache] and the teaching 
discourses [Schulgesprache] (Held). Furthermore, Matthew augmented Mark’s 
loose connectives of the separate traditions, thereby creating a stronger impres¬ 
sion of a temporal or spatial connection (cf., e.g., 12:46; 13:1; 14:1), without 
actually changing the juxtaposition of the reports. The secondary character of 
such connectives over against Mark appears in 14:12, where Matthew failed 
to note that the report of the Baptist’s death (Mk. 6:17-29) is a supplement 
reaching back chronologically, and therefore he falsely joined the end of this 
report to the following narrative about the feeding of the 5,000 (Mk. 6:30 ff. 
par. Mt. 14:13 ff.) (cf. on these changes R. Bultmann, History [see above, 
p. 34], 350 ff.). 

Matthew also undertook changes in content in his Markan "Vorlage” (but 
almost never in the sayings of Jesus taken over from Mark! Cf. Rosche [sec lit. 
to 214). We have already indicated that he assimilated through abbrevia¬ 
tion the miracles of healing to the controversy discourses and to the teaching 
discourses: By means of elimination of the concrete, individual features the 
emphasis falls more clearly upon the figure of Jesus, who healed *‘evcry disease 
and every infirmity among the people” (4:23; 9:3 5), and upon faith as the 
presupposition for the reception of Jesus’ help (”0 woman, great is your faith! 
Be it done for you as you desire” [15:28 against Mk. 7:29]). Held (pp. 
207 ff.) therefore probably conjectures correctly that Matthew omitted two 
healings (Mk. 7:31 ff.; 8:22 ff.) because he found in them no pcint of contact 
for this theological interpretation. Moreover, Matthew to a greater degree than 
Mark assimilated the figure of Jesus to the faith in the exalted Lord by removing 
or changing Jesus’ emotions {opyujOeU Mk. 1:41 par. Mt. 8:3; y)yavdKTr}(Tev Mk. 
10:14 par. Mt. 19:14) and offensive features of reports about Jesus (i^earq 
Mk. 3:21; ovk iSvi'aro ckcl TrotT/trat ovSeptav SvvafiLv Mk. 6:5 par. Mt. 13:58 
ovK €7roL7}(Tev cKel SvvdfxeL^ TroAAa?) (cf. also the examples mentioned above, 
p. 48, and Strecker, 120 f.). Correspondingly, Matthew more strongly ideal¬ 
ized the disciples by expunging reproof or reference to their failures (the censure 
of Mk. 4:13 is replaced by the beatitude of Mt. 13:16 f.; "for they did not 
understand about the loaves, but their hearts were hardened” [Mk. 6:52] be¬ 
comes they "worshiped him, saying, 'Truly you are the Son of God’ ” [Mt. 
14:33]; cf. Trilling, 72 f., Strecker, 193 f.). The denial of this state of affairs 
by referring to the fact (wdiich is correct in and of itself) that Matthew more 
than once rebuked the disciples for lack of faith and obedience (Barth, 110 ff.; 
cf., e.g., oXiyomo-TOL [16:8] against Mk. 8:17 or aKavSaXov el ifiov said to Peter 
[16:23] in contrast to Mk. 8:33) overlooks the other fact that Matthew did 
pot proceed consistently, but now and then took over features of the tradition 
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which were unfavorable to the disciples and then intensified them to emphasize 
Jesus* saving power (cf. 14:30-33). 

Matthew’s real theological aim in taking over and transforming Mark first 
becomes recognizable, however, when we fix our eyes upon Matthew’s extensive 
expansion of Mark. Approximately half of Matthew has no parallel in Mark. 
Of this half about five ninths is also found in Luke. The remaining four ninths 
is special material (according to the word-count in De Solages [see lit. to §5], 
1049). If, according to the hypothesis established in §5, the material common 
with Luke is taken over from Q, then the question remains to be answered, What 
is the origin of the special material? Even if we refuse to let Matthew and 
Mark be dependent upon a common primitive Matthew and thus do not seek to 
derive the special material from this source (see against that, pp. 40, 49 f.), 
we may wish to explain the origin of the special material in two different ways 
by the use of one or more written sources. According to the one hypothesis, 
Matthew used the source Q in an expanded form in contrast to the **Vorlage” 
of Luke, and therefore took over the entire amount of material which exceeds 
that of Mark, or at least the greatest part of it, from the same source Q 
(Bacon, Brown, Strecker). Obviously there is the possibility that this or that 
text which is encountered only in Matthew was in Q. But one cannot establish 
this hypothesis by claiming that the Gentile-Christian author of Matthew could 
not have inserted into his Gospel Jewish-Christian texts like 5:20; 10:23 without 
a “Vorlage,” or that the expansion of Lk. 17:3 f. par. Mt. 18:15, 21 f. by means 
of a rule for church discipline (Mt. 18:16-20) must have already been effected 
in Q before in Matthew (Strecker). For if Matthew’s use of Mark and Q must 
be pictured, not as pure literary revision, but as more or less orally mediated 
dependence (see above, p. 60), then there is by all means the possibility that 
the evangelist took up separate material of varying origin and inserted it in 
places which appeared appropriate to him, even in a Q context. And Filson 
(see lit. to §7) has demonstrated convincingly that Matthew does not shrink 
from destroying formally, by means of insertions, the traditional literary group¬ 
ing (cf. only the dovetailing of 6:7-15 into 6:1-18 or the scattering of Mk. 4 
in Mt. 13). The thesis of the origin of Matthew’s special material out of Q be¬ 
comes still more questionable when its defenders see themselves forced to derive 
a part of the special material (Brown: the parables; Strecker: the formula quo¬ 
tations) from additional sources, because Q seems to offer no place for it. It 
is therefore very improbable that the Matthean special material is taken over 
entirely, or in part, from Q. 

More widespread, therefore, is the hypothesis that Matthew, in addition to 
Mark and Q, used yet a third source, **M” (above all Streeter, then T. W. Man- 
son, The Sayings of Jesns, 1949, 21 ff., Hirsch, ITenshaw, Kilpatrick, Johnson, 
Taylor, NT Essays in Memory of T. W, Mansofi, 246 ff., and others). In favor 
of this hypothesis there is basically only one presupposition, which is regarded 
as self-evident: Extensive material must be derived from a written source. But if 
we consider the form-critical and theological disparity of Matthew’s special 
material, then its unity in written form before Matthew cannot in any way be 
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made intelligible. Furthermore, if Mt. 1-2 proves to be the composition of the 
evangelist, which claims to point to Jesus’ names and places of origin (Stendahl), 
and in the passion narrative no written source besides Mark becomes visible 
(Dahl), then only the special material in chaps. 3—25 can be derived from the 
postulated source M, and no one can form a judicious opinion of the literary 
character which this source was supposed to have had. 

Thus the most probable hypothesis is that Matthew, besides Mark and Q, 
used only oral tradition (Albertz, Michaelis, Heard, Grant, Dahl, Beare). That 
even before Matthew a part of this tradition was arranged in formal groups, 
or groups connected together by subject matter, is thoroughl) probable but 
hardly verifiable in detail. For one complex, the so-called "Reflexionszitate,” 
some think they can prove that Matthew must have quoted from an oral or 
written source. Traditionally, the *‘Reflexionszitatc” comprise those OT quota¬ 
tions which are encountered only in Matthew (1:23; 2:6 f., 15, 17 f., 23; 4:14- 
16; 8:17; 12:17-21; 13:35; 21:4 f.; 27:9 f.) and are introduced by introductory 
formulas, such as Iva irXrjpioO^ to prjOev utto Kvpiov 8ta rov 7rpo:l)7]TOv Aeyovro? 
(2:15) or the like, and thus are contrasted with all other quotations. Hence 
the English designation, "formula quotations,” is preferable to the German 
"Reflexionszitate.” These quotations are differentiated from the other quotations 
in Matthew not only through their introductory formulas but also through 
their text. This state of affairs and its explanation is unusually controversial. 
Torrey’s thesis that Matthew inserted his OT quotations in the Hebrew language 
into his Aramaic text and that in our Greek text the quotations are a translation 
which accidentally or through dependence upon Mark now and then coincides 
with the LXX certainly misconstrues the facts (cf. Johnson). As for the quota¬ 
tions which are common to Matthew, Mark, and Luke—all more recent investi¬ 
gations are agreed that Matthew took them up in the Greek language from his 
sources, and in occasional details assimilated them to the LXX (cf. Mt. 3:3 par. 
Mk. 1:3, verbatim = LXX; Mt. 4:6 f. par. Lk. 4:10 f., verbatim = LXX). 
Also in the quotations which are offered by Matthew alone, so far as they are 
not introduced by the introductory formula of the formula quotations, Mat¬ 
thew as a rule follows the LXX (Mt. 21:16 = LXX, whose text is useful ex¬ 
clusively in this context). Yet no doubt there are exceptions li^re: Mt. 11:29 
ci'p^o-cTc avaTravdiv raU iJ/vxolU vpiov follows Jer. 6:16 in the Flebrew text against 
the LXX and may, of course, have been taken over with the "logion” 11:28-30; 
16:27 f., however, is Mk. 8:38 expanded by means of Prvbs. 24:12 according 
to the Hebrew text and against the LXX; and in 27:43 (against Mk. 15:32) 
Ps. 22:8 (in correspondence with the Hebrew text) is put into tbe mouth of the 
Jewish leaders. If it cannot be inferred from these isolated examples that the 
evangelist knew the Hebrew text itself, then they show he could have found 
OT citations in the tradition which was at his disposal, citations which were 
derived, not from the LXX, but from other versions of the Hebrew text. 

As for the formula quotations already mentioned, the investigation of their 
text form shows that their Greek stands essentially nearer to the Hebrew text 
than that of the other quotations, but that also an influence of the LXX is not 
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to be denied. E.g., Isa. 53:4 is reproduced in Mt. 8:17 exactly according to the 
Hebrew text, but in complete divergence from the LXX and every other Greek 
version. On the other hand, Mt. 1:23, in the quotation from Isa. 7:14, follows 
the LXX in translating ha^almah as 17 TrapOcros, but in other respects assimilates 
the quotation to the context by means of KaXicTovcnv against qara’t of the He¬ 
brew text a7id of KaAcVet? of the LXX: indeed, it is not the parents who give the 
name "Immanuel” to the child! Because of the divergent character of the text 
and of the special introductory formulas of these quotations it is assumed that 
Matthew took over these quotations from a written (Bacon, Lohmeyer, 
Strecker) or oral (Kilpatrick, guardedly Nepper-Christensen) source. But 
Stendahl, contending that these quotations are not derived from a source, rather 
traces them back to the exegetical activity of a Christian "school,” which carried 
on an exegesis similar to that of the Habakkuk commentary of the find at 
Qumran (IQpHab). On the other hand, Gartner denies this similarity of 
exegetical method and assumes that the formula quotations grew out of the en¬ 
deavor of early Christians to have at their disposal suitable scriptural proofs 
for preaching against the Jews, and out of this tradition Matthew took up the 
quotations. Strecker (p. 50), however, has made it quite probable that the 
introductory formulas of these quotations originated with the evangelist. If 
that is true, then it becomes very questionable whether the quotations so intro¬ 
duced are taken over from a source. Doubtless the quotation from Zechariah in 
Mt. 21:5 caused the peculiar misunderstanding that Jesus sat upon the ass and 
the foal (21:7), so conversely the context clearly caused the change of the 
quotation in 1:23 (see above; similarly in 2 : 6 ). On the other hand, it is 
also improbable that Matthew himself created all the formula quotations, as 
the few Matthean linguistic characteristics in them prove. Neither is there 
any trace of the activity of an exegetical school. Therefore, Gartner’s hypothesis 
that these quotations owe their origin to the missionary preaching tradition 
comes closest to the truth. In any case, these quotations do not point to a 
written or to a continuous oral source, which Matthew used in addition to 
Mark and Q. If, in taking up these quotations, Matthew is not dependent upon 
a specially composed source, then it is no longer necessary to expunge the quota¬ 
tion in 13:14 f. as a later interpolation, on the grounds that the introductory 
formula diverges from that of the formula quotations and the quotation is pure 
LXX text (against Torrey, Johnson, Stendahl, Strecker). 

If Matthew does not follow a source for these quotations which are charac¬ 
teristic of his Gospel, but consciously takes these quotations from the tradition 
just as the other special material and inserts it together with the Q material 
into the transformed Mark, then the question arises: In expanding and trans¬ 
forming Mark, what is Matthew’s aim? Since the formula quotations empha¬ 
size the "fulfillment” of the scriptural sayings in the person of Jesus and there¬ 
fore obviously want to prove Jesus as the goal of the OT revelation of God, 
they have often been seen in connection with related phenomena in Matthew: 
a) He does not explain Jewish usages, ordinances, and expressions: 15:2 par. 
Mk. 7:2 f. (hand washing); 23:5 {(j>v\aKTrjpia and tassels); 23:24 (straining at 


80 


Introduction to the New Testament 


a gnat); 23:27 (whitewashed tombs); he does not translate Hebrew expressions 
(5:22; 27:6). b) He recasts reports in the direction of a specifically rabbinic 
formulation of a question: Instead of the general question, *Ts it; lawful for a 
man to divorce his wife?” (Mk. 10:2), Mt. 19:3 has the Pharisees ask, *Ts it 
lawful to divorce one’s wife Kara irdo-av amar?” and therewith assimilates the 
fundamental question to the casuistic discussion about the permissible grounds 
of divorce. Correspondingly, he inserts the so-called '‘fornication clause” fx^ 
eVt Tropvela (19:9; similarly, 5:32) into the unconditional statement of Jesus, 
"Whoever divorces his wife and marries another, commits adultery against her” 
(Mk. 10:11), and thus has Jesus advocate the strict, yet conditional, view of 
Shammai’s school (see J. Dupont, Marriage et divorce dans Vevangile, 1959, 
27 ff., 8 5 ff.). c) He brings forth a series of sayings which support the uncon¬ 
ditional validity of the Law: "Whoever then relaxes one of the least of these 
commandments . . . shall be called least in the kingdom of heaven ’ (5:19) (and 
in connection with that the saying that "not an iota, not a dot, will pass from 
the law,” receives against Lk. 16:17 an intensification, though Mt. 5:18 is not 
certain of interpretation); "So practice and observe whatever th^y [the scribes 
and the Pharisees] tell you” (23:3). d) Matthew brings forth Jesus’ sayings 
which expressly limit the activity of Jesus to Israel: "Go nowhere among the 
Gentiles, and enter no town of the Samaritans” (10:5); "I was sent only to 
the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (15:24; cf. 10:6), addition to Mk. 
7:24 ff.; "You will not have gone through all the towns of Israel, before the 
Son of man comes” (10:23). e) Matthew assimilates the speech of Jesus to 
the Jewish speech formulas: Except in 12:28; 19:24; 21:31, 43 Matthew always 
has 7] PamXela tmv ovpaviov instead of rj PaaiXua tov 6eov which is exclusively en¬ 
countered in Mark and Luke; whereas Mark only in 11:25 offers the designation 
of God 6 TTaTT/p vpLwv b iv Tot 9 ovpavoU and Luke does not offer it at all, it (or 
a corresponding designation) appears fifteen times in Matthew (6:9; 7:11; 
10:32 f.; 12:50 in divergence from the synoptic parallels); the conduct de¬ 
manded of the disciples is designated as bcKatoain-rj only by Matthew (5:6, 10, 20; 
6:1, 33; 21:32); Matthew takes up the Lord’s Prayer in a form which approxi¬ 
mates Jewish liturgical usage by means of its address, the sevenfold petition, 
and the formulation of the plea for forgiveness (6:12 oc^etA^jLiara instead of 
dpapTLa^ Lk. 11:4). 

On the basis of these considerations it has been concluded that Matthew, with 
the help of the tradition taken up by him, transformed Mark from a Jewish- 
Christian standpoint, in order to defend Christianity and to make it acceptable 
to Jewish-Christian readers and to prove Jesus as the Jewish Messiah. The author 
is said to be a Jewish Christian, who also had at his disposal rabbinic knowledge 
(so in varying ways. Ropes, Schmid, Schlatter, von Dobschutz, Alichaelis, Feine- 
Behm, Meinertz, Heard, McNeile-Williams, Wikenhauser, Kilpatrick, Stcndahl, 
Blair, Gartner, Wolf). Another hypothesis goes even further. Tlie congregation 
whose view Matthew advocated still found itself in association with Judaism 
and interpreted the Law in a Jewish manner: in 12:1 the addition to the pericope 
about plucking ears of grain on the Sabbath, "his disciples were hungry” 
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(against Mk. 2:23), shows that the Sabbath is still observed; the transformation 
of Lk. 16:16a, **The law and the prophets were until John,” into Mt. 11:13, 
**All the prophets and the law prophesied until John,” indicates that the Law 
is still regarded as valid; and when 24:9 against Mk. 13:13 reads, “You will 
be hated by all nations,” it shows that according to Matthew the disciples must 
suffer as Jews (so Bornkamm, Held). This latter hypothesis originates in a 
violent and hardly convincing exegesis. That the church of Matthew knows 
itself as standing opposed to Judaism, is signified by the fact that Matthew 
again and again speaks of “their scribes, their synagogues, your synagogues,” 
etc. (7:29; 9:35; 23:34; cf. Kilpatrick, 110 f.). 

But other scholars recently have generally denied the hypothesis that Matthew 
exhibits a Jewish-Christian character and is intended for Jewish Christians, and 
they have sought to demonstrate that the author of Matthew was not a born 
Jew and did not write for Jewish Christians. Rather, the author is thought to 
be a Gentile who addressed himself to the Gentile-Christian church, which in 
his time was in the majority (so in various ways Clark, Nepper-Christensen, 
Hebert, Trilling, Strecker). The arguments which are brought forth for this 
view are, to be sure, of very different weight. That Matthew does not reproduce 
some Semitic words from Mark (Mk. 3:17; 5:41; 7:11, 34; 10:46, 51; 14:36) 
does not prove that he does not understand them, since he generally abbreviates 
texts, and takes over (Mt. 6:24; 10:4, 25; 27:33) or inserts other Semitic words 
(*EfjLiiavov7]\ 1:23; paKa 5:22; Kopf3avdv 27:6). That he, instead of the correct 
Semitic Tcr/capioj^ (Mk. 3:19; 14:10) uses the Greek form lo-KapLunr)^ (10:4; 
26:14), shows only that he is writing in a society which speaks Greek. If it 
cannot thus be demonstrated that the author of Matthew understood no Semitic 
language, then hardly also the opposite: Jeremias has inferred that the evangelist’s 
mother tongue was Aramaic because he combines <Laavvd (21:9, 15) with the 
dative; but there is no evidence against the fact that that was not already 
Greek-Jewish linguistic usage. Also the theory that Matthew had to write in 
the language of the Jews, and therefore Hebrew or Aramaic if he wrote for 
ex-Jews (Nepper-Christensen), is not established if the readers spoke Greek. 
And that only a Gentile Christian who confused the “tefillin,” the phylacteries 
of the Jews, with amulets could have written TrXarvvovai to. <f>v\aKT7]pia (23:5; 
Clark), is an erroneous argument, since it is probable that Jesus in this text in¬ 
deed controverted the show of wearing amulets (see J. Bowman, “Phylacteries,” 
StEv, 523 ff.). 

If all these arguments for or against a Gentile-Christian origin of Matthew 
are not convincing, then, on the other hand, the contention proves completely 
true that Matthew’s attitude is in no wise particularistic, but rather that, 
according to Matthew, Jesus’ message is intended for all peoples. That fol¬ 
lows not only from the command of the Risen One to disciple all the nations 
(28:19), but also from the interpreting sentence, 6 dyp6<; c(ttlv 6 k 6 o -/ xo <; (13:38), 
from the prophecy that “this gospel of the kingdom will be preached iv 6\r] Tjj 
olKovp.€vrj et9 p.apTvpLoy Trdenv rots lOveuiv* (24:14), and from the expansion of 
the parable of the wedding feast TropeveaOe ovy im ra? 8tc^68ov9 twv 68u>v (22:9) 
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(additional examples in Trilling, 101 flf.)* Matthew by no m^ans, therefore, 
advocates the view that the gospel above all or exclusively was intended for the 
Jews, as one could assume in view of Jesus* sayings mentioned above on p. 80 
(10:5 f., 23; 15:24). On the contrary, we may refer to some i:exts which are 
supposed to prove that for Matthew Christianity has supplanted Judaism, that, 
according to Matthew, the Jews have been finally rejected: **The sons of the 
kingdom will be thrown into the outer darkness” (8:12); **The kingdom of 
God will be taken away from you** (21:43); the Jews pronounce upon them¬ 
selves the final judgment: “His blood be on us and on our children!** (27:25); 
“the Jews** stand over against the church (28:15). The features in Matthew 
which arc contradictory to Matthcw*s alleged harsh anti-jewish standpoint, the 
features which speak of a preference for the Jews and seek to prove Jesus as 
the Messiah of the Jews (see above, pp. 79 f.), are explained by the advocates of 
this view as tradition taken over and not assimilated to Matthew*s own stand¬ 
point (cf. especially Strccker, 16 ff.). This view surely is completely untenable. 
For one thing, it does not prove correct that according to Matthew the Jews 
have been finally rejected: iravTa ra edinj in the missionary command (28:19) 
includes the Jews just as much as does irdvra ra cOvrj in connection with the 
world judgment (25:32); if, according to the parable in 21:33 ff., the vine¬ 
yard is taken away because of the murder of the vinedresser*s son, then that 
means, according to 21:43, that the kingdom will be given, not to the unbeliev¬ 
ing Jews who lay in ambush for Jesus and before that against the Baptist (21; 
23, 31 f., 45 f.), but to edvei ttolovvtl tov^ Kapirov^i avTij^, i.e., in place of the 
unbelieving Jews steps the eschatological people of God, who are characterized 
by their productivity, without the distinction between Jew and Gentile playing 
any further role; and if 23:39 (“You will not see me again, until you say, 
’Blessed be he who comes in the name of the Lord.* **) does not promise the 
eschatological conversion of Israel, then it is nevertheless prcsu]5posed here that 
there will be Jews who will welcome with praises the Risen One when he appears 
at the parousia. Thus if the Jews, according to the view of Matthew, are by no 
means already finally rejected, we can on the other side only in a very forced 
argumentation trace back all texts which manifest an outspoken Jewish-Chris- 
tian tendency to the tradition which the evangelist had not assimilated to his 
view. For the stricter Jewish formulation of the material taken over, the ac¬ 
cented taking up of the formula quotations, and the insertion of the texts which 
advocate the continuing validity of the Law and IsraeFs special role, indeed 
belong together, and show that the author not only lives in a Jewish-Christian 
tradition but also wishes to offer to his readers the message about the omnipotence 
of the risen Jesus, and salvation through baptism, and keeping of his command¬ 
ments (28:17 ff.) in a form which will reveal to them as Jewish Christians 
Jesus Christ as “the son of David, the son of Abraham** (1:1), whose “gospel 
of the kingdom will be preached throughout the whole world, as a testimony 
to all nations; and then the end will come** (24:14). 

It must be admitted that this intention of the evangelist could be carried 
out but not without contradictions, and that from these contradictions the con- 
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tradictory interpretations followed, of which we have been speaking. But if one 
makes this intention of the evangelist clear and seriously accepts the probability 
that Jesus’ sayings like 10:5, 23; 15:24 (see above, p. 80) go back to Jesus 
(see J. Jeremias, Jesus^ Vromhe to the Nations, Tr. S. H. Hooke, 1958, 19 ff.), 
and therefore belong to the oldest Palestinian Jesus tradition, then it follows that 
Matthew did not belong to a Jewish Christianity which called the Gentile church 
into question, but probably to a Jewish Christianity which, in connection with 
total recognition of the sending of Jesus as intended for all peoples, had softened 
Jesus’ radical criticism of the Law by emphasizing the Law’s abiding value (cf. 
5:18 f.; 23:3). This criticism is well illustrated by the antitheses of 5:21-48, 
which in part were taken up by Matthew, and in part first formulated by him 
(see W. G. Kiimmel, ZNW, 33, 1934, 125). But Jesus’ opponent according to 
this understanding of Jesus’ attitude toward the Law (an understanding which 
is approximating the traditional Jewish understanding of the Law) is not the 
Gentile-Christian interpretation of the Law (a polemic against antinomianism, 
as Barth, 75 ff., 159 ff., and Hebert assume, is out of the question; see Strecker, 
137 f.), but the pharisaical, that is, the casuistic Jewish interpretation of the 
Law (15:3 ff., 13 f.; 23:3 f., 13, 23 f.): '^Matthew feels that the Pharisees 
have missed altogether the true meaning of the Scriptures” (Blair, 141). 

But even if our attempt to point to the historical position of Matthew and 
his individuality in relation to Mark and Luke has forced us to clarify more 
precisely the attitude of the evangelist to Jewish Christianity and to Gentile 
Christianity, we must not deceive ourselves about the fact that the actual interest' 
of Matthew is to be found not in this attitude, but on the one hand in the proof 
that Jesus is **the Christ, the Son of the living God” (16:16), promised by God 
from time immemorial, who **will save his people from their sins” (1:21), and, 
the other hand, in the constantly repeated emphasis of the fact that 
such salvation is to be obtained only in the lKKkr)(jia of Christ (16:18 f.; 18: 
17 f.), and as a member of that people that produces its fruits (21:43). Scholars 
erroneously have disputed about Matthew’s '*Sitz im Leben” and have claimed 
to make its origin intelligible in the context of liturgical reading (Kilpatrick), 
catechetical instruction (von Dobschiitz), or scholastic scriptural research 
(Stendahl). But for each of these theses only a part of the material can be 
cited, and Trilling (p. 197) has, therefore, correctly stated *‘that an all-around 
satisfactory answer to the question about the *Sitz im Leben’ has till today not 
been found.” Matthew writes his expanded new draft of Mark as a "congrega¬ 
tional book” (A. Harnack, The Acts of The Apostles [NT Studies III]. Tr. 
J. R. Wilkinson, 1909, p. xv, note 1) and thus for the needs of specific Christian 
congregations, which should receive strengthening in the recognition of Jesus 
as the Christ for controversy with contemporary Judaism (10:17), and which 
should receive direction through Jesus’ word for the reality of church life (18: 
15 ff.) and for ethical decision (19:1 ff.). To deny in spite of 4:17; 16:28; 
24:33 f. that Matthew held fast to an imminent expectation (so finally Strecker, 
41 ff.) is unjustified. Yet even so the indispensable waiting (24:42 ff.) demanded 
directions for the church and the individual Christians in the interim eoj? rry? 
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(TvvTeXeLa^ tov atwvo? (28:20) (see E. Crasser, “Das Problem der Parusieverzo- 
gcrung in den synpt. Evv. und in der Apg.,” Beih. ZNW 22, 1957, 200 fF.), 
and the church book of Matthew seeks to meet this need. Novr we have only 
to ask for which congregations Matthew wrote. 

3. Place and Time of Composition 

It follows with certainty from the previous discussions that the author of 
Matthew was at home in a Greek-speaking environment, and wrote for Greek¬ 
speaking Christians, of whom the majority were of Jewish origin (nothing 
speaks in favor of the origin of the readers out of the sect of (^)umran, against 
Wolf). Composition in Palestine (Schlatter, Albertz, Michaelis) is, therefore, 
hardly to be accepted. And from the report of the flight of Jesus’ parents to 
Egypt (2:13 ff.), we cannot seriously infer the composition of Matthew in 
Alexandria (against Brandon). Most scholars, in agreement with Streeter, pre¬ 
sume that Matthew was written in Antioch or in Syria in general, and in 
support of this position the fact can be cited that the oldest witness for the 
knowledge of Matthew is Ignatius (cf. Ign., Smyrn. 1:1; Pol. 1:2, 3). As for 
Phoenicia, which is conjectured now and then (Kilpatrick, Blair), nothing speaks 
for it. 

For the time of composition the starting point is the dependence upon Mark, 
and therefore a dating before about 70 is excluded (Hopfl-Gut, Meinertz: 50- 
60; Michaelis, Cassian: 60-70). The addition to the parable of the marriage 
feast (22:7) certainly points to an origin after 70: “The king was angry, and 
he sent his troops and destroyed those murderers and burned their city,” for here 
is obviously an allusion to the destruction of Jerusalem; and even if here a 
fixed description is used which characterizes ancient expeditions of punishment, 
the author of Matthew could hardly have inserted it as an ex])ansion into the 
parable (it is missing in Lk. 14:16 ff.) without thinking of the destruction of 
Jerusalem, which was interpreted as God’s punishment for the unbelief of the 
Jews (against K. H. Rengstorf, “Die Stadt der Morder,” JndenttnUy Urchristen- 
tuiUy Kircbcy Festschr. /. Jeremias, Beih. ZNW 26, 1960, 106 ff., especially 
125 f.). And even if Mark and Matthew originated in different regions, Mat¬ 
thew nevertheless shows in his revision of Mark such a clear development of 
the ecclesiastical situation and of theological reflection (cf. only 18:15 ff. and 
28:19) that a time of composition shortly after Mark (e.g., Wikenhauser, 
Tasker, Michel, Schmid, Ropes, Klijn think of c. 75) is less probable than the 
time between 80 and 100 (so, e.g., Flenshaw, Heard, McNeile-Williams, Riddle- 
Hutson, Johnson, Feine-Behm, Bornkamm, Kilpatrick, Blair. Strecker). An 
origin after 100 is excluded because of Ignatius’ use of Matthew. 


4. Author 

Since Matthew contains no direct reference to its author, v^e must refer to 
the external tradition for designation of the author. Its oldest witness is the 


§ 7 . The Gospel of Matthew 


85 


report of Papias: ^larOalos . . . ‘E^pat8t StaAeVrw ra Aoyta crweTa^aTO, ‘t^p/XT^vevaev 
8*avTa 0)5 yv Svvarof; CKacTTO^ (Eus., EH III, 39, 16; see above, pp. 43 f.). That 
Papias in this notice means the canonical Matthew has been denied only since 
Schleiermacher, because our Matthew is no translation from a Semitic language, 
but (in dependence upon the Greek Mark) was written in the Greek language. 
Papias, however, doubtless means our Matthew, yet he, just as little as the later 
witnesses of the early church who were dependent upon him, ever saw a Matthew 
in Semitic language, as finally Nepper-Christensen established (pp. 37 ff.; there 
pp. 210 f. the witnesses of the early church). The thesis, which has been ad¬ 
vocated again and again, that Matthew was the author of a chief source of 
Matthew (the **Logia source” or of an Aramaic Matthew) and from that the 
entire Matthew a parte pot/ore was named Kara Mardalov (so recently Vaganay, 
Lcon-Dufour, Meinertz, Wikenhauser, Sparks, Feine-Behm), is, therefore, a 
completely unfounded hypothesis. We must admit that the report about the 
Matthew composed by Matthew **in the Hebrew language” is false, however it 
may have originated (J. Munck, *‘Die Tradition iiber das Mt. bei Papias,” Nco~ 
testament tea et Patristica, FreiinJesgabe O. Cullmann^ NovTSuppl. 6, 1962, 
249 ff., raised for discussion the noteworthy possibility that the hypothesis of a 
“Hebrew” Matthew arose in connection with the formation of the canon in 
order to clarify the differences among the Synoptics). 

Of the tradition which Papias took over, only the name “Matthew” may 
possibly prove to be correct. The Mar^ato? must be meant who is found in all 
lists of the “twelve” (Mt. 10:3; Mk. 3:18; Lk. 6:15; Acts 1:13), but who is 
designated as “tax collector” only in Mt. 10:3. It must also be noted that the 
tax collector called “Levi” in Mk. 2:14 par. Lk. 5:27 (Mark: “son of Alphaeus”), 
whom Jesus called, bears in Mt. 9:9 the name Matthew. How this difference in 
names is to be explained is fully unknown, and concerning the Matthew of the 
circle of the twelve we otherwise know nothing at all. Could the Gospel of 
Matthew have stemmed from Matthew, the member of the circle of the twelve, 
and thus from an eyewitness and member of the first circle of Jesus’ disciples? 
The dependence of Matthew upon the Greek gospel of a nondisciple, the sys¬ 
tematic (and that means nonbiographic) manner of Matthew’s outline, the 
late-apostolic theological attitude, and the Greek language of Matthew, make 
this hypothesis completely impossible, and it is, therefore, no longer advocated 
by most scholars (e.g., Michaelis, Flenshaw, Heard, Johnson, Tasker, Filson, 
Michel, Schmid, T. W. Manson, Bornkamm, Blair, Clark, and those named 
above, p. 40, who claim the name for a source of Matthew). But if the apostle 
Matthew, one of the twelve, is not the author of Matthew, then he is unknown 
to us, and we do not know how the tradition arose that this Matthew composed 
our Matthew. Only this much is probable: The change of the name of the tax 
collector who was called and the addition of the professional designation, “the 
tax collector,” to the name “Matthew” in Matthew perhaps has something to 
do with this tradition. The author of Matthew, whose name is unknown to us, 
was a Greek-speaking Jewish Christian, who possibly had rabbinic knowledge, 
and in any case was bound to a form of the Jesus tradition which had strongly 
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assimilated the sayings of Jesus to Jewish views. To be sure, he himself en¬ 
deavored to proclaim the meaning of Jesus as Israel’s Messiah for the church 
of all nations. In this way Matthew became in the truest sense the ecclesiastical 
Gospel. 


58. The Gospel of Luke 

Commentaries, see p. 387. Studies: cf. besides the lit. to 5^ K. Hobart, The 
Medical Language of SL Luke, 1892; A. Harnack, Lukas der Arzt, Beitrage zur Einl. 
in das NT I, 1907; Luke the Physician (NT Studies I). Tr. J. R. Wilkinson, 1907; 
H. J. Cadbury, The Style and Literary Method of Luke, HarvThSt 6, 1920; idevtf 
The Making of Luke-Acts, 1927 (reprint 19 58); V. Taylor, Behind the Third Gospel, 
1926; idejn, **The Proto-Luke Hypothesis,” ExpT 67, 195 5-56, 12 ff.; idem, ‘‘Methods 
of Gospel Criticism,” ExpT 71, 1959-60, 68 ff.; idein, ‘‘The Narrative of the Cruci¬ 
fixion,” NTSt 8, 1961-62, 333 f.; idefn, ‘‘Theologians of Our Time: H. Schiirmann,” 
ExpT 74, 1962-63, 77 ff.; M. Dibelius, Jungfrauensohn und Krippenkind. lJ7itersu- 
chungen zur Geburtsgeschichte Jesu im Lk., SHA 1932, 4 (= Botschaft und Ge- 
schichte I, 1953, 1 ff.); M. Goguel, ‘‘Luke and Mark,” HarvThR 26, 1933, 1 ff.; G. D. 
Kilpatrick, ‘‘A Theme of the Lucan Passion Story and Luke 23:47,” JThSt 43, 1942, 
34 ff.; H. Sparks, “The Semitisms of St. Luke’s Gospel,” JThSt 44, 1943, 129 ff.; T. E. 
Bleiben, “The Gospel of Luke and the Gospel of Paul,” JThSt 45, 1944, 134 ff.; 
T. W. Manson, “The Work of St. Luke,” BJRL 28, 1944, 382 ff. (= Manson, St., 
60 ff.); El. Sahlin, Der Messias und das Gottesvolk, ASNU 12, 1945; ide^n, Studien 
zum 3. Kap. des Lk., Uppsala Universitets Aarsskrift 1949, 2; S. M. Gilmour, “A 
Critical Re-examination of Proto-Luke,” JBL 67, 1948, 143 ff.; R. Morgenthaler, 
Die lukanische Geschichtsschreibung als ILeugnis I. II, AThANT 14.15, 1948 (thereto 
W. G. Kummel, ThRdsch, N. F. 22, 1954, 197 ff.); E. Schweizer, “Eine hebraisierende 
Sonderquellc des Lk.?,” ThZ 6, 1950, 161 ff.; L. Girard, UevangHe des voyages de 
Jesus, 1951; P. Vielhauer, “Das Benedictus des Zacharias (Lk.l:68-79),” ZThK 49, 
1952, 25 5 ff.; R. Koh, The Writings of St. Luke, 1953; J. Blinzler, “Die literarische 
Eigenart des sog. Reiseberichts im Lk.,” SStW 1953, 20 ff. (lit.); J. Schneider, “Zur 
Analyse des lukanischen Reiseberichts,” SStW 1953, 207 ff.; H. Schurmann, “Die 
Dubletten im Lk.,” ZkTh 75, 1953, 338 ff.; idem, “Die Dublettenvermeidungen im 
Lk.,” ZkTh 76, 1954, 83 ff.; idem, Der Paschamahlbericht Lk.22: (7-14.) 15-lS, NTA 
19,5, 1953; idem, Der Einsetzungsbericht Lk.22:19-20, NTA 20,4, 195 5; idem, Jesu 
Abschiedsrede Lk.22:21-3 8, NTA 20,5, 1957; ide7n, “Protolukanische Spracheigentiim- 
lichkeitenP,” BZ, N. F. 5, 1961, 266 ff.; E. Lohse, “Lukas als Thcologc der Heilsge- 
schichte,” EvTh 14, 1954, 256 ff.; P. Schubert, “The Structure snd Significance of 
Luke 24,” Ntl. Studien fiir R. Dult7na7in, Beih. ZNW 21, 1954, 165 ff.; P. Winter, 
“Some Observations on the Language in the Birth and Infancy Stories of the Third 
Gospel,” NTSt 1, 1954-5 5, lllff.; ide7n, “Magnificat and Benodictus-Maccabaean 
Psalms?,” BJRL 37, 1954, 328 ff.; idem, “The Treatment of His Sources by the Third 
Evangelist in Luke XXI-XXIV,” StTh 8, 195 5, 138 ff.; ide7n, “The Proto-Source of 
Luke I,” NovT 1, 1956, 184 ff.; idem, “On Luke and Lucan Source',” ZNW 47, 1956, 
217 ff.; idem, “The Main Literary Problem of the Lucan Infancy Story,” AThR 40, 
1958, 257 ff.; H. Russell, “Which was Written First, Luke or Acts?,” HarvThR 48, 
195 5, 167 ff.; C. F. Evans, “The Central Section of St. Luke’s Gospel,” StG 195 5, 37 ff.; 
N, Turner, “The Relation of Lk. I and II to Hebraic Sources and to the Rest of Luke- 
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Acts,” NTSt 2, 195 5-56, 100 ff.; P. Benoit, "L’enfance de Jean-Baptiste selon Luc I,” 
NTSt 3, 1956-57, 169 ff.; H. F. D. Sparks, *‘St. Luke’s Transpositions,” NTSt 3, 1956- 
57, 219 ff.; E. Crasser, Das Problem dcr Parusievcrzdgcrung in den synpL Evv. nnd in 
der Apg,, Beih. ZNW 22, 1957 (= “I960 with supplement), 178 ff., 204 ff.; L. Cerfaux 
et J. Cambier, DBS 5, 1957, 545 £F. (bibl.); R. Laurentin, Structure et thcologie de 
Luc l-Uy Et. Bibl., 1957 (bibl.); J. Jeremias, "Perikopen-Umstellungen bei Lukas?,” 
NTSt 4, 1957-58, 115 ff.; ideniy Die AbendmafAsworte Jesu, ^1960, 91 ff.; The Eucha¬ 
ristic Words of Jesus. Tr. Arnold Ehrhardt from 2nd ed., 195 5 ; A. Strobel, “Lukas der 
Antiochener,” ZNW 49, 1958, 131 ff.; A. Hastings, PropJjet and Witness in Jerusalem. 
A Study of tJoe TeaclAng of Saint Luke, 195 8; O. Michel, CBL, 19 59, 819 ff.; J. C. 
O’Neill, “The Six Amen Sayings in Luke,” JThSt, N.S. 10, 1959, 1 ff.; idem, The 
T/jcology of Acts in Its Historical Settings, 1961 (thereto H. Conzelmann, ThLZ 
87, 1962, 753 ff.); B. Reicke, “Instruction and Discussion in the Travel Narrative,” 
StEv, 1959, 206 ff.; R. M. Wilson, “Some Recent Studies in the Lucan Infancy Narra¬ 
tives,” StEv, 1959, 23 5 ff.; J. Tyson, “The Lucan Version of the Trial of Jesus,” NovT 
3, 1959, 249 ff.; W. Grundmann, “Fragen der Komposition des lukanischen Reise- 
berichts,” ZNW 50, 1959, 252 ff.; F. Rehkopf, Die lukaniscJje Sonderquelle, WUNT, 
5, 1959 (thereto H. Conzelmann, Gn. 32, 1960, 470 f.); H. Conzelmann, Die Mitte 
der 2eit. Studien zur Theologie des Lukas, BhTh 17, (1954) “i960 (= ^1962); Tioe 
Theology of St. Luke. Tr. Geoffrey Buswell, 1960 (thereto P. Winter, ThLZ 81, 1956, 
36 ff.; 85, 1960, 929 ff.); L. Gaston, “Sondergut und Markusstoff in Lk.21,” ThZ 
16, 1960, 161 ff.; U. Luck, “Kerygma, Tradition und Geschichte Jesu bei Lukas,” 
ZThK 57, 1960, 51 ff.; H. C. Snape, “The Composition of the Lucan Writings: A 
Re-Assessment,” HarvThR 53, 1960, 27 ff.; W. C. Robinson, “The Theological Context 
for Interpreting Luke’s Travel Narrative (9:51 ff.),” JBL 79, 1960, 20 ff.; J. Schmid, 
LThK VI, 1961, 1207 ff. (lit.); H. W. Montefiore, “Does 'L’ Hold Water?,” JThSt, 
N.S. 12, 1961; 59 f.; C. K. Barrett, Luke the Historian in Recent Study, 1961; 
C. S. C. Williams, “Luke-Acts in Recent Study,” ExpT 73, 1961-62, 133 ff.; R. 
Leaney, “The Birth Narratives in St Luke and St Matthew,” NTSt 8, 1961-62, 158 ff.; 
J. Gnilka, “Dcr Hymnus dcs Zacharias,” BZ, N. F. 6, 1962, 215 ff. 


1. Contents 

The structure of Luke diverges from that of Mark (and Matthew), for in 
the place of the section, “Jesus’ journeyings inside and outside of Galilee” (Mk. 
6:1-9:50 par. Mt. 14:1-20:34; this section continues Jesus’ activity in Galilee 
in a form which varies only slightly with respect to geography), appears the ex¬ 
tensive section, Lk. 9:51-19:27, which shows Jesus journeying to Jerusalem, 
and at its end in 18:15-43 takes up into itself the great part of Mk. 10 (par. 
Mt. 20: “Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem”). It is disputed whether Luke offers any 
kind of a hint as to a subdivision of this extensive so-called “travel document” 
(see on this below, p. 99), yet with good reason we may refer to the fact that 
the intention of Jesus (9:51) to go to Jerusalem is emphasized anew in 13:31- 
3 5, so that in 14:1 (or better in 13:31) a new section begins (Reicke, O’Neill). 
If that proves to be correct, then we can carefully divide Luke into five chief 
parts (1:5—4:13: early history and preparation for Jesus’ appearance; 4:14-9:50: 
Jesus’ activity in Galilee; 9:51—13:30 and 13:31—19:27: Jesus on the way to 
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Jerusalem; 19:28-24:53: Jesus in Jerusalem), before which is placed a prologue. 
As a result, then, we have the following detailed sequence of the Lukan account: 

The First Principal Part (1:5-4:13), which follows the prologue (1:1-4), 
begins with the infancy narrative: announcement of the birth of John (1:5-25); 
announcement of the birth of Jesus (1:26-38); Mary’s visit to Elizabeth (1:39- 
56, including Mary’s hymn of praise, the ‘‘Magnificat,” 1:46-5 5); birth of 
John (1:57-80, including Zechariah’s hymn of praise, the “Benedictus,” 1:68- 
79); birth of Jesus (2:1-20); circumcision and presentation of Jesus in the 
temple (2:21-40, including Simeon’s hymn of praise, the “Nunc dimittis,” 2:29- 
32); Jesus at twelve years in the temple (2:41-52). The preparation for Jesus’ 
appearance includes the appearance of the Baptist and his preaching (3:1-18), 
his imprisonment by Herod (3:19 f.), Jesus’ baptism (3:21 f.), Jesus’ genealogy, 
traced back from Joseph to Adam and God (3:23-38), and Jesus’ temptations 
(4:1-13). 

jC The Second Principal Part (4:14-9:50) (Jesus* activity in Galilee) begins, 
after a short description of Jesus’ appearance in Galilee (4:14 f.), with his 
inaugural sermon in Nazareth (4:16-30). Lk. 4:31-6:19 follows Mark (healings 
in Capernaum, preaching in Judea [4:31-44]; the first disciples [5:1-11]; 
healing of a leper, a paralytic, forgiveness of sins, Jesus and the tax collector, 
questions about fasting [5:12-39]; plucking ears of grain and healing on the 
Sabbath [6:1-11]; choice of the apostles and press of the multitude [6:12-19]). 
In 6:20-49 follows the Sermon on the Plain, which to some cx:cnt corresponds 
to Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount, and there follow additional pieces out of 
another tradition: centurion from Capernaum (7:1-10); young man from 
Nain (7:11-17); the Baptist and Jesus (7:18-35); the anointing of Jesus by 
a sinful woman (7:36-50); the women in Jesus’ company (8:1-3). The follow¬ 
ing two pieces (the parable of the four kinds of soil, with interpretation and 
attached discourses [8:4-18], and the true relatives of Jesus [3:19-21]) stand 
against Mark in reverse sequence; 8:22-9:50, however, again corresponds to 
the Markan sequence (4:3 5-9:41), yet the following are missing from Luke: 
Mk. 6:1-6, 17-29; 9:9-13 and the entire section Mk. 6:45-8:26. Lk. 8:22-9:50: 
storm at sea, Gerasene demoniac, daughter of Jairus, and the woman with the 
hemorrhage (8:22-56); sending out of the twelve, Herod’s opinion, feeding of 
the 5,000 (9:1-17); Peter’s confession with prediction of the Passion and dis- 
ciplcship sayings (9:18-27); Transfiguration and healing of the epileptic boy 
(9:28-43^); second prediction of the Passion, dispute for precedence; and re¬ 
jection of a strange exorcist (9:43/?-50). 

The Third Principal Part (9:51-13:30) (beginning of the journey to Jeru¬ 
salem) contains chiefly texts common with Matthew, but also special material: 
At the beginning is the narrative about the village in Samaria that refused to 
receive Jesus because Jerusalem was the goal of his journey (9:51-56). There 
follow discourses concerning discipleship (9:57-62); sending out of the seventy 
(10:1-20); cry of joy and blessedness of the eyewitnesses (10:21-24); question 
about the attainment of eternal life and parable of the good Samaritan (10:25- 
37); Mary and Martha (10:38-42); Lord’s Prayer (11:1-4); sayings about 
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prayer (before them the parable of the importunate friend) (11:5-13); con¬ 
troversy discourses (Jesus* defense against the reproach of a covenant with 
Beelzebub, blessedness of Jesus* mother, demand for a sign, sayings about light, 
discourse against the Pharisees (11:14-54); exhortations to the disciples (fear¬ 
less confession, no anxiety, heavenly treasure, vigilance, faithfulness, the time 
of division—joined together with the discourse about the controversy over the 
inheritance and the parable of the rich fool [12:13-21]) (12:1-53); warnings 
to the people to repent (signs of the time, necessity of repentance, parable of 
the unfruitful fig tree, Jewish offense at the healing of a bent woman on the 
Sabbath, parables of the mustard seed and leaven, threatening judgment upon the 
Jews) (12:54-13:30). 

The Fourth Principal Part (13:31—19:27) (renewed beginning of the journey 
to Jerusalem) presents till 18:14 mostly special material, but also some parallel 
material with Matthew; from 18:15-43 again follows Mk. 10:13-52 and closes 
with special material and with material common to Matthew: By way of intro¬ 
duction to this section, Jesus stresses the necessity of going to Jerusalem and 
threatens with judgment (13:31-3 5). Dinner discourses follow (healing of a 
man with the dropsy on the Sabbath, exhortation to humility and unselfishness, 
parable of the great supper) (14:1-24); to that are joined sayings about dis- 
cipleship, parables of the tower and conduct of war (14:25-35); parables of 
the lost sheep, coin, and son (ch. 15); doctrinal discourses concerning the atti¬ 
tude toward worldly possessions (parable of the unjust steward and appended 
sayings concerning the pride of the Pharisees, law and the kingdom of God, 
parable of the rich man and poor Lazarus) (ch. 16); instructions for the dis¬ 
ciples (offenses, forgiveness, faith, duty of servants, the thankful Samaritan 
among the ten lepers) (17:1-19); little eschatological discourse (the coming of 
the kingdom of God, the advent of the Son of man) (17:20-37); parables of 
the judge and the widow (18:1-8) and of the Pharisee and the tax collector 
(18:9-14). 18:15-43 follows Mk. 10:13-52 (blessing of the children, question 
about eternal life, third prediction of the Passion, healing of a blind man); the 
story of Zacchaeus (19:1-10) and the parable of the pounds (19:11-27) are 
added from another tradition. 

The Fifth Principal Part (19:28-24:53) (Jesus in Jerusalem) essentially fol¬ 
lows the sequence of Mark until 22:53, but diverges from the Markan sequence 
more than once in the following passion narrative, and from 24:13 on offers 
special material: entry into the temple and cleansing of the temple (19:28-48); 
to that are joined the question concerning authority, the parable of the wicked 
husbandmen, question concerning tribute, question of the Sadducees, question 
about David*s son, warning about the scribes, the widow*s mites (20:1-21:4); 
eschatological discourse (21:5-36); conclusion of activity in Jerusalem (21:37, 
38). In the passion narrative (22:1-23:56) follow the betrayal of Judas (22: 
1-6); Last Supper with farewell discourse (22:7-38); Jesus on the Mount of 
Olives and Jesus taken captive (22:39-53); Peter*s denial, mockery of Jesus, 
hearing before the Sanhedrin (22:54-71); hearing before Pilate (23:1-25) (in 
the midst of which is the sending of Jesus to Herod Antipas, 23:6-16): the 
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road to Golgotha and sayings to the women of Jerusalem (23:26-32); cruci¬ 
fixion and death of Jesus (23:33-49); burial (23:50-56). Following the Easter 
message at the empty tomb (24:1-11 [12?]) are: disciples on the road to 
Emmaus (24:13-35); the appearance of the Risen One before the eleven in 
Jerusalem (24:36-49); parting from the disciples and Ascension (24:50-53). 


2. The Literary Purpose of the Gospel of Luke According 
to Its Own Data 

Luke is the only one of the evangelists who, according to the literary usage 
of the time, placed at the beginning of his Gospel a prologue, in which he spoke 
his mind about his sources and the principles which guided him in composition 
(cf. thereto in addition to the commentaries H. J. Cadbury, ‘‘Commentary on 
the Preface of Luke,” Beghwmgs I, 2, 1922, 489 ff., Lohse, see lit. to §Sy 
E. Haenchen, ZThK 1961, 362 ff.). The prologue, which was composed in good 
Greek and according to literary usage, is first of all recognizable as the preface 
only of Luke. But not only the probability that the author from the beginning 
had his mind on continuing the narrative past the death of Jesus into the history 
of the church, but also his reference to “the things which have been accom¬ 
plished among us” (1:1) indicate that Lk. 1:1-4 is intended to be the prologue 
to both books of Luke (e.g., Cadbury, loc, at,, Feine-Behm, Ropes, Grund- 
mann, Lohse, Luck, Russell, O’Neill; otherwise, Conzelmann, Michaelis, E. Haen¬ 
chen, Meyer on Acts 1:1 and pp. 672 f. and ZThK, loc, cH,), If we read 
through Lk. 1:1-4 with this supposition in mind and with regard to literary 
usage, then the author says to us the following about his sources and his purpose: 

1. Luke, like all Gospel writings before it, is based upon the tradition of 
“those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and ministers of the word.” 

“From the beginning” obviously cannot include the infancy narratives, but 
extends to the beginning of Jesus’ public activity. In preparation for the appear¬ 
ances of the Baptist and of Jesus, Luke furnishes his great synchronistic sum¬ 
mary (3:1). What Luke and his predecessors report is derived from men who 
witnessed the things in part from the beginning, and who were the first messen¬ 
gers of the gospel. Whether this tradition was passed on oraLy or in writing 
he does not say. But Luke, according to the manner in which he distinguishes 
between the tradition of the primitive witnesses (1:2) and the gospel writings 
known to him (1:1), obviously does not presuppose the existence of a com¬ 
plete Gospel from the hand of an apostle. 

2. Upon the basis of the tradition of the eyewitnesses, “many” already before 
Luke have undertaken to give a description of the “things” which “have been 
accomplished among us” (ii' y/ntv). With this expression, which is more con¬ 
cealing than revealing, Luke points to the facts associated with the life, death, 
and resurrection of Jesus, which were concluded with the resurrection and which 
yet continued working in the “preaching of the kingdom of God” and in the 
“teaching about the Lord Jesus Christ” (Acts 28:31), and which were repro- 
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duced in the gospel writings known to him. Luke, who himself was not an 
eyewitness from the beginning, adds his historical work to them, without, by 
means of the traditional i7re)(€Lpr](jav (v.l), designating his predecessors as 
inadequate attempts. The likewise traditional ttoWol reveals nothing about the 
number of the predecessors known to Luke. 

3. Luke’s goal in his work was to awaken in Theophilus (and in the readers 
generally), by means of trustworthy reproduction of the narratives, complete 
trust in the contents of Christian teaching. Toward this end, he investigated 
**from the beginning” (avcDdev) the divinely guided history, and strove for com¬ 
plete (TTacnv) and accurate (d/cpt/?d)<;) information (see below, p. 127), so that 
he could “write an orderly account” (Ka^c^r;?). 

4. By means of the dedication to the Kpartorro? 0 €d</)tAo 9 , the book receives a 

still stronger literary character, since the addressee had the obligation to tend 
to the dissemination of the book. Kpartorrog, to be sure, can be the title of a high 
official, but it is also used as a polite form of address (see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, 
Lexicon, 450, and Cadbury, loc. cit., 505 ff.). Hence concerning the position of 
Theophilus, who is completely unknown to us, we learn nothing from this 
address. also is ambiguous, so that we cannot decide whether The¬ 

ophilus was a Christian or only had heard something about Jesus and the Chris¬ 
tians. 

From all of this it follows that Luke knows himself as a man of the second 
generation of the Christian tradition. He pursues his purpose of giving, upon 
the basis of the tradition of the first generation which he has examined, a 
trustworthy representation of that which has taken place, because according 
to his opinion certain knowledge of “the things which have been accomplished 
(by God) among us” is necessary for the evaluation of the Christian Adyot. Luke 
claims, with this information, to create a work which can lay claim to literary 
quality, and he gives expression to this claim by means of the prologue and 
dedication. It remains to be asked in which manner Luke carried out this inten¬ 
tion. 


3. Literary Character and Theological Purpose of the Gospel of Luke 

If Luke wants to report Ka6e$rj^ = in good order, in succession (1:3; on 
Ka6€$7)<; cf. 8:1; Acts 3:24; 11:4; 18:23), then, so far as we are able to deter¬ 
mine that does not mean that he presents the transmitted material in a sequence 
which is essentially different from the sequence he found in his sources. This 
statement, of course, can be checked clearly only in relation to Mark, but it 
does prove true in respect to Mark over against Lk. 1:1-22:53, with the excep¬ 
tions named above on pp. 46 f. (removal of Mk. 6:1-6 forward to Lk. 4:16-30; 
removal of Mk. 1:16-20 backward to Lk. 5:1-11; reversal of Mk. 3:7-12 and 
3:13-19; removal of Mk. 3:31-3 5 backward to Lk. 8:19-21). Lk. 22:54-23:49, 
however, offers an essentially different sequence from Mk. 14:53-15:41. For 
the relation of Luke to Q, only the well-grounded conjecture can be advanced 
that Luke also retained in the main the sequence of this source (see above, p. 54). 
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Nevertheless, the correctness of this proposition depends upon how one generally 
views Luke’s use of sources, and here the opinions diverge widely. 

The facts of the case are as follows: Luke follows Mark’s sequence extensively, 
except in the passion story, but he reproduces only about seven tenths of Mark’s 
material in three great blocks (3:1—6:19; 8:4—9:50; 18:15—24:11). In be¬ 
tween stands tradition not derived from Mark (6:20-8:3, the so-called ‘‘small 
interpolation”; 9:51-18:14, the so-called “great interpolation”). Material not 
derived from Mark is also found within the Markan blocks (larger pieces are 
Lk. 3:23-4:13; 4:16-30; 5:1-11; 19:1-27; 22:14-18, 24-38; :>3:6-16, 27-31, 
39-43). The infancy and post-resurrection narratives (Lk. 1, 2 and 24:12-53) 
contain special material exclusively. The material of Luke which is not also en¬ 
countered in Mark comprises approximately three fifths of th(3 entire Gospel. 
More than one third of Luke also has no parallel in Matthew, and is, therefore, 
special material (according to De Solages’ vocabulary statistics [see lit. to §5], 
1049; similar ratios upon the basis of counting entire pericopes in Goguel, Intr, 
I, 494). The great extent of the special material, the lack of about three tenths 
of the Markan material in Luke, the substantial difference of the Lukan passion 
narrative over against Mark, and the considerable linguistic divergence of some 
Lukan parallels from Mark (e.g., Lk. 21:12-26 par. Mk. 13:9-25), have led to 
the thesis, first advocated by Streeter, that we should reverse the hypothesis that 
Mark lies at the basis of Luke and was expanded by means of material from Q 
and special material. Rather the author of Luke first of all created from Q -)- L 
(= special material) a Gospel beginning with 3:1, the so-called “Proto-Luke.” 
Into “Proto-Luke” he subsequently inserted parts of Mark, and before 3:1 he 
later placed chaps. 1 and 2. By some scholars (in the main part already by 
Streeter) this thesis is expounded even more precisely in that “Proto-Luke” 
was composed by the Pauline pupil Luke upon the basis of inquiries made of 
eyewitnesses during Paul’s imprisonment in Caesarea (Acts 23:3 5-27:1). Later, 
after Luke had come to Rome with Paul, he expanded his “Proto-Luke” upon 
the basis of the Roman Mark (thus or similarly Taylor, Perry, Cirant, de Zwaan, 
Henshaw, T. W. Manson, Evans, Koh, Lohse, Rehkopf, Gaston, Williams; 
Jeremias, Winter would like to distinguish between the author of “Proto-Luke” 
and of Luke). Other scholars hold that only for the passion narrative can it be 
demonstrated that a special source lies at the basis of the account (Tyson, 
Klijn, Schiirmann). Some advocate the kindred view that the entire special 
material of Luke is derived from an apostolic narrative source, but do not regard 
this special source as the foundation of Luke (so in various ways Schlatter, 
Bussmann, Rengstorf, Grundmann; earlier advocates of views of that kind in 
Schiirmann, ZkTh 1954, 90 note 64; Schweizer supposes a Hebrew special source, 
Sahlin a Hebrew-Aramaic “Proto-Luke” extending from Lk. 1:5-Acts 15). Yet 
many have generally rejected the hypothesis of a “Proto-Luke” (Goguel, Dibe- 
lius, Gilmour, Kilpatrick, Michaelis, Grobel, Leaney, Conzclmann, Schiirmann, 
Hastings, O’Neill, Montefiore, Klijn, Beare) or at least have designated the proof 
of a special source for the passion narrative as not successful (Iber, R. H. Light- 
foot, History and Interpretation hi the Gospels, 193 5, 164 ff., J. Finegan, Die 
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Uherliefernng dcr Leidens- mid AnferstehnngsgescJjichte Jesu, Bcih, ZNW H, 
1934, 35 ff., Bultmann, History [see lit. to ^5], 266, 431, J. Blinzler, The Trial 
of Jesus, Tr. Isabel and Florence McHugh from 2nd ed., 1959, 1 1 5 ff.). Indeed, 
the hypothesis of a Lukan special source or even a *Troto-Luke” is just as ques¬ 
tionable as that of a special source for the Lukan passion narrative, a) If, first 
of all, we leave aside the infancy narrative (Lk. 1, 2), then the comparison of 
Luke with Mark shows that Luke certainly follows on the whole the sequence of 
Mark, but now and then does not shrink from changes of sequence (see above, 
pp. 46 f.). The contention that Luke knows no pericope inversions over against 
Mark outside the passion narrative (Schiinnann, Jeremias, Rehkopf) can be 
maintained only if it is denied without sufficient reason that the events narrated 
in Lk. 4:16-30 and 5:1-11 (rejection in Nazareth, call of the first disciples) 
have received in Luke another position within the narrative (it makes no differ¬ 
ence whether these pericopes were taken over by Luke already formulated or 
more probably were newly shaped in dependence upon Mark with the help of 
other traditions), and if one refers to the transposition of Mk. 3:7 ff. and 3:31 ff. 
by Luke without any reason as appendices (even less can the moving forward 
of the Baptist’s imprisonment to Lk. 3:19 f. instead of parallel to Mk. 6:17 f. be 
called an “appendix”!). There is no adequate reason on this basis to deny the 
possibility of transpositions by Luke in the passion narrative (cf. Sparks). 

b) The hypothesis that Luke secondarily inserted the Markan material in 
four blocks (Mk. 1:21-3:6; 4:1-9:40; 10:13-52; 11:1-14:16) into his special 
source (see tables in Jeremias, Abendmahlsworte^y 92) runs aground on two 
facts: i) From the places where the small (Lk. 6:17-8:3) and where the large 
(9:51—18:14) “interpolations” interrupt the sequence of the Markan material 
which Luke took over, is missing both times a section from Mark (3:20-30; 
9:42—10:12); that can be explained only if, in connection with the insertion of 
other material in the Markan course, a section of Mark was always omitted (see 
Schiirmann, ZkTh 1954, 83 f.). ii) When Luke presents doublets of another 
origin besides Markan material of the same contents or instead of an omitted 
Markan pericope another form of the same pericope, then the Markan pericope 
of the doublet or the position of the omitted Markan pericope always precedes 
the other form (see Schiirmann, ZkTh 195 3, 341 f.; the only exception would 
be Lk. 5:1-11 instead of the omitted Mk. 1:16-20, if Luke here did not change 
the position of the Markan pericope and therewith expanded it through another 
tradition). That is explicable only if Mark lies at the basis of the composition. 

c) The so-called “travel narrative” (9:51-19:27) is, as the recent works on 
it have shown (see below, p. 99), a creation of Luke, who inserted didactical 
material of various origin into the framework of a journey to Jerusalem (a 
framework not really carried out). In this “central section” there is not just a 
primitive tradition taken over by Luke, but a composition of the evangelist, 
who has widened the situation advanced in Mk. 10:1; 11:1 for the insertion of 
his disparate material. 

d) Rehkopf has not succeeded in demonstrating, by means of isolating non- 
Lukan linguistic materials, the presence of a connected special tradition in 
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Luke, or even the working together of this special tradition with Q before the 
insertion of the Markan material (cf. Conzelmann, Gn 1960, and Schiirmann, 
BZ 1961). And just as little have Tyson, Schiirmann, Winter, Rehkopf, and 
others been able to show that the diverse pieces and little pieces of special tradi¬ 
tion in the Lukan passion narrative represent a primitive connected source in 
which Luke later inserted particular verses from Mark. For, on the one hand, 
the reasons which are cited for a primitive connected narrative of the indi¬ 
vidual pieces of the Lukan special material (e.g., 22:15-20 and 22:24-32) are 
altogether other than obvious; and, on the other hand, there is by no means only 
the alternative of ^‘connected written source” or *Tree invention” by Luke (so 
Schiirmann, Jesu Abschiedsredey 140, note 476). Rather, we must seriously 
consider the possibility that Luke enriched Mark’s passion narrative by orally 
transmitted features or accounts, or transformed it on the basis cf such tradition, 
so long as no really compelling reasons for the dependence of Luke upon a con¬ 
nected special source in the passion narrative are adduced. And it is ^significant 
that V. Taylor very recently saw himself forced to admit that Mark presumably 
furnishes the framework of the Lukan passion narrative (see ExpT 1959-60, 69). 

e) Winter and Gaston seek to show that in the apocalyptic discourse (Lk. 
21) in the same way as in the passion narrative Mark does not form the founda¬ 
tion, but particular verses from Mk. 13 were inserted into a previously existing 
connected source. The foundation for this hypothesis is, on the one hand, that a 
clear coherence results after removal of the sentences which plainly correspond 
with Mark, a coherence which can only be original, and, on the other hand, that 
the contradictions in the Lukan text (e.g., 21:20 compared with 21:21 and 
21:27 compared with 21:28) can be explained only by means of an insertion of 
verses corresponding with Mark (therefore 21:20, 2la and 21:27) into a coherent 
account which without these verses is meaningful. We, however, reject the 
Winter-Gaston hypothesis for three reasons: 1) The connected account which 
arises when we eliminate the Markan verses is by no me^.ns always more 
intelligible (e.g., 21:20, 21^^, 22). 2) Contradictions between combined apoca¬ 
lyptic traditions can be explained at least as well through expansion of Mark 
through other traditions as through insertion of particular Mirkan verses into 
the postulated connected account of a special source. 3) Luke has extensively 
transformed the wording of Mark (in the sense of a considerable extension of 
the time until the parousia) precisely where a dependence upon Mk. 13 cannot 
be denied (cf., e.g., Lk. 21:8 with Mk. 13:5 f.). In view of all these points, the 
hypothesis is basically more obvious for Lk. 21 also that Luke jdaced the text of 
Mk. 13 at the basis of his composition in connection with the use of additional 
pieces of tradition (cf. Grasser, 152 ff., Schmid, LTliK VI, 1209, Barrett). 

f) That Luke placed Mark at the basis of his report is shown conclusively 
by the disarrangement of the Markan construction by Luke’s expansion. Espe¬ 
cially striking is Luke’s separation of the passion predictions which in Mark 
are inserted at like intervals (Mk. 8:31 f.; 9:30 ff. par. Lk. 9:22, 43 ff., but Mk. 
10:32 ff. par. Lk. 18:31 ff., because the **great interpolation” | Lk. 9:51—18:14] 
is shoved in between). But also the insertion of the genealogy (Lk. 3:23 ff.) be- 
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tween Jesus’ baptism and temptation (Mk. 1:9-11, 12 f.) secondarily separates 
material belonging together. And the ^‘brackets” which Luke has placed around 
the public activity of Jesus, the "brackets” of the temporary departure of the 
devil from the time of Jesus* temptation until the beginning of the passion nar¬ 
rative, which in 4:13 are inserted into Q material and in 22:3 into Markan mate¬ 
rial, show that the evangelist produces from Mark and Q a deliberate unity 
(cf. Conzelmann, 16, 28, 76). 

From this discussion it follows that the hypotheses of a Lukan special 
source or of a "Proto-Luke” composed of Q and special material are not tenable 
and also that a connected special tradition hardly lies at the basis of Luke’s 
passion narrative. And the great age, or at least the Palestinian origin, of the 
Lukan special material is not to be ensured by means of the unproved hypothesis 
of a Lukan special source or of a "Proto-Luke” (Montefiore wants to strengthen 
this position by pointing to the fact that the alleged "Proto-Luke” could not at 
all have been brought by Luke to Rome, because the papyrus manuscript must 
have perished in the shipwreck at Malta [Acts 27:41 therefore, Luke 

probably did not take over from a connected source the extensive material 
in chaps. 3-24 which is not found in Mark and Q, then the possibility is not 
excluded that he, as has also been conjectured for Mark, found and took over 
some special traditions already arranged together in oral or even written form, 
but that can hardly be established with any kind of certainty. Farmer would 
like, e.g., to trace back 13:1-9 and 15:1-32 to the same source, but his arguments 
lack cogency. In view of Luke’s undoubted conscious LXX style (Sparks), the 
hypothesis of Hebraic or Hebraicized sources (Sahlin, Schweizer; against that, 
Michaelis, EinL, 71 ff.) is in no case convincing. It is also futile to seek after 
various sources of tradition (Albertz: women’s tradition, relative’s tradition, 
Hellenistic tradition) or transmitters of tradition (Hastings: The evangelist 
Philip, Symeon of Gyrene; Joanna, the wife of Chuza [8:3; 24:10], who sup¬ 
plied reports about Herod!). We can only attempt to ascertain the historical 
origin of the individual units of tradition and the manner of their revision and 
arrangement by Luke. 

The infancy narratives in Lk. 1 and 2, however, pose a special problem in con¬ 
nection with the question of Luke’s sources. This problem follows not only from 
Luke’s chronological synchronism (3:1 f.), which shows that the actual report¬ 
ing first begins here, but also from the unmistakable fact that, after the literary, 
stylized prologue (1:1-4), the narratives and songs of 1:5-2:52 abruptly change 
to a Greek which is strongly reminiscent of the Semitized LXX language. The 
supporters of the "Proto-Luke” hypothesis have drawn the conclusion from 
these observations that it was not until the final composition of Luke that 
Luke’s infancy narratives based upon written sources were placed before "Proto- 
Luke,” which originally began with 3:1. Related to this is the statement that 
the strongly Semitized language of these chapters can be made comprehensible 
only through the hypothesis that Hebrew sources were translated and enlarged 
by the author of Luke, or at least were taken over by him from Greek sources 
translated from the Hebrew. There are various views as to whether the hymns 
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(1:46 ff.y 68 ff.; 2:29 ff.) were taken over with these sources or were inserted 
out of another tradition (cf., e.g., in various ways Winter, Sahlin, Laurcntin, 
Hastings, Wilson). Others are of the opinion that Luke himself composed these 
narratives upon the basis of ancient oral or written traditions in conscious 
adaptation to the language of the LXX (Sparks, Dibelius, Bultmann, Turner, 
Benoit). Furthermore, in numerous works (completely enumerated AThR 
1958, 260, note 6), Winter has sought to prove that the greater part of Lk. 1, 2 
originated in the circles of the Baptist’s disciples and only secondarily was 
transferred to Jesus. In the hymns (1:46 ff., 68 ff.) he purports to see Maccabean 
war-hymns, sung before and after battle, which only by means of the link in 
1:76-79 were connected to the Baptist. Especially concerning tlie original char¬ 
acter of the "Benedictus” (1:68 ff.), opinions diverge considerably, in that some 
claim to see in the entire hymn a baptismal song (Vielhauer, Bultmann), others a 
Christian poem with reference to the Baptist (Benoit) or to Jesus (Sahlin, 
Leaney), or a combination of a messianic psalm with a birth hymn about John 
from Jewish-Christian circles (Gnilka). Now the linguistic observations of 
Sparks, Benoit, and Turner show that the hypothesis of a translation of both 
chapters out of the Hebrew is hardly tenable. Yet it cannot be diened that the 
birth stories of the Baptist could hardly have originated in Christian circles (cf. 
above all 1:16 ff.). And there are some reasons for the supf»osition that the 
*‘Benedictus” originated in circles of the Baptist. On the other hand, the 
remaining parts of chaps. 1 and 2 arc doubtless of a Christian origin, with con¬ 
siderable utilization of OT language and conceptions. But above all the observa¬ 
tion is important that in 1:26-37 and 2:1-10 two completely different concep¬ 
tions of Jesus’ birth are encountered (Dibelius, Leaney), which only secondarily 
were placed in a context which was not free of contradictions. At the present 
time a sure judgment about the origin and the unity of the single units of tradi¬ 
tion in Lk. 1, 2 can hardly be passed. Yet the observations mentioned speak 
strongly against the hypothesis that in Lk. 1, 2 larger connected sources were 
taken up. Rather, the probability is that Luke revised at least three diverse 
traditions, which already in part had attained a certain linguistic firmness, and 
placed them before his representation of Jesus’ public activity. If the slight 
linguistic variations in Lk. 1, 2 in comparison with Lk. 3-24 demand an explana¬ 
tion at all, they presumably can be traced back to the fact that the infancy 
narrative was written later than the remainder of the Gospel (so Benoit, NTSt 
1956-57, 175 f.). 

If, therefore, it must probably be thought to be true that L ake originated by 
means of the insertion of material from Q and from special tradition into the 
sequence of Mark (a sequence which was essentially retained), then the proposi¬ 
tion is confirmed (see above, p. 91) that **Luke offers no order which repro¬ 
duces the historical course of events more accurately than Mark, and that, 
therefore, his program *to write an orderly account’ (KaOe^ij^) cannot indicate 
a strict chronological order which his sources would not have allowed him” 
(J. Schmid, LThK VI, 1208). Therefore, Luke obviously seeks to attain the 
goal toward which he strives (NKiOc^yj^; ypdipat), not by means of a sequence 
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which is chronologically more reliable, but through revision of Mark done in a 
different way and through the insertion of extensive other tradition. 

1) The revision of Mark (and, what can only be inferred, also of Q and 
the special tradition) was done first of all, similarly as in Matthew, by means 
of a closer linkage of the separate accounts with one another, and by means of 
occasional preparation of greater connecting links in the course of the narrative 
(ties through expressions like ixctol raura, xat iyevero iv rail/ -qfiep^Vf amorra? Sc 
[5:27, 17; 4:38]; 5:27-39, in contrast to Mk. 2:13 tf., 18 ff., becomes one 
report by equating the partners in conversation [5:30, 33 as opposed to Mk. 
2:16, 18]; 19:11 places the parable of the pounds into the biographical context 
by referring to the nearness of Jerusalem and the false expectation of the multi¬ 
tude [cf. Mt. 25:14]; 4:13, the remark about the temporary departure of the 
devil, points in advance to 22:3; 8:2 f., by way of preparation, names the women 
who are present at the Crucifixion and the discovery of the empty tomb [23:49, 
55; 24:10]; cf. to these features Bultmann, History [see lit. to 5^* 307 f., 
334 ff.). This repeated drawing together of two reports speaks, in addition to 
other reasons, against Morgenthaler’s hypothesis that Luke composes consistently 
according to the principle of doubling. 

2) Luke considerably changes the wording of Mark and probably also of 
his other tradition, in that he replaces vulgar words and turns of expression 
and forms better Greek sentences (cf. Klostermann, Hdb., 243 ff.; Wernle, 
Synpt. Frage [see lit. to ^3], 10 ff.). It is especially significant that Luke deletes 
all foreign words with the exception of ap^v; even this word Luke more than 
once expunges or replaces by Greek words; he uses it, however, six times in say¬ 
ings which indicate direct instructions for the life of the Christian (4:24; 
12:37; 18:17, 29; 21:32; 23:43; see O’Neill, JThSt 1959). Luke doubtless writes 
a more elevated speech than his sources; yet this tendency works against his 
connection with the biblical Greek of the LXX (see Sparks). Luke also does 
not apply this new linguistic formation of the tradition to the entire material in 
the same manner: In the narrative material, above all in the introductions to the 
pericopes, we encounter the Lukan linguistic peculiarities four times as often as 
in the Jesus-sayings, and correspondingly the number of words which agree 
with Mark in the Jesus-sayings exceeds those in the narrative sections (Schiir- 
mann, Paschamahlbericht, 2; Roschc, JBL 1960 [see lit. to §5], 212). And in 
the early history Luke follows the LXX style more closely than in the remainder 
of the Gospel. From all of this it follows that Luke very consciously shaped 
anew the tradition for Greek-speaking readers, but in doing so imposed upon 
himself narrower limits for the reproduction of the Lord’s sayings. 

3) Like Matthew, Luke also removed offenses which the Markan text offers: 
the healing of *‘many” in Mk. 1:34; 3:10 becomes the healing of **all” in Lk. 
4:40; 6:19; emotional states of Jesus are omitted (6:10; 18:22 against Mk. 3:5; 
10:21); likewise the explanation of Jesus’ kin that he is beside himself (Mk. 
3:21), and healing through touching (Lk. 4:39; 9:42 against Mk. 1:31; 9:27) 
are left unmentioned; Jesus’ cry, *‘My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken 
me?” (Mk. 15:34) is replaced by “Father, into thy hands I commit my spirit!” 
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(Lk. 23:46). Correspondingly, Jesus from the beginning acknowledges 
himself as the Messiah (4:21), and thus already the earthly Jesus is addressed as 
Kvpie by Peter (5:8), and frequently in the narrative is called 6 Kvpio<; by the 
evangelist (7:13; 10:1, 41; 22:61 and often), because in Jesus* activity the 
time of salvation has broken in (^aypiepov aioTtjpla tm olko) rovTio lyivf.To 19:9, 
said to Zacchaeus). This accentuation of the Messiahship and Lordship of the 
earthly Jesus in no way prevents Luke from gladly stressing Jesus* feelings of 
sympathy: Jesus converses with the women on the way to the cross (23:27 ff.), 
and with one of those crucified with him (23:40 ff.); he heals che ear of a high 
priest’s slave cut off by a disciple (22:51); and he looks out of the high priest*s 
house at Peter, who has denied him (22:61). 

4) With this emphasis upon Jesus* feelings of sympathy is to be taken the 
fact that Jesus, in Luke more so than in Mark and Matthew, expresses God*s love 
for the despised through his conduct and his message: to sinners (5:1 ff. 
[ttj4)p ap,apTO)\6^ eipLL says Peter, 5:8]; 7:36 ff.; 15:1 ff., 18:9 ff.; 19:1 ff. [*Tor 
the Son of man came to seek and to save,** 19:10]; 22:31 f.); to the Samaritans 
(10:30 flF.; 17:11 ff.); the women (7:12, 15; 8:2 f.; 10:38 ff.; 23:27 ff.). Here 
belongs also the more strongly stressed rejection of riches (12:15 ff.; 16:19 ff.), 
the warning of the paptovd^ dStKta? (16:9, 11), the woe upon **the rich** 
and those **that are full now** (6:24 f.), and the beatitude of the **poor** and 
"those that hunger now** (6:20 f.). It has been supposed that Luke, with this 
emphasis upon poverty, "gave to the preaching of Jesus a light Ebionitic col¬ 
oring** (Feine-Behm). But in view of the totality of the features enumerated 
above this supposition turns out to be false: Luke more strongly emphasized 
the influence on Jesus of the late Jewish "poverty piety,** just as he rejected 
the religious scorn of certain groups of men, only from the presupposition that 
in Jesus the divine love for the lost in the eyes of men had really become salvation 
in the present (cf. Grundmann, ThHK on Lk. 6:20 f. [lit.]). 

5) It is still more significant that Luke in three ways places the history of 
Jesus in clearly recognizable connection with the history of his lime: a) Through 
the reference to the connection of Jesus* birth in Bethlehem with the census 
command of Emperor Augustus under Quirinius (2:1 f.), and through the 
chronological fixing of the Baptist*s appearance on the basis of dates of the 
Roman and Jewish history (3:1 f.), the history of Jesus is made recognizable as'" 
part of the general course of history. Correspondingly, in the NT the names^ 
of Roman emperors appear only in Luke (cf. also Acts 11:28; 18:2). Likewise 
Luke expressly stresses: "This (the history of Christ as fulfillment of the pro¬ 
phetic promises) was not done in a corner** (Acts 26:26). The history of Jesus 
Christ belongs, acording to Luke, to world history, b) Luke was probably the 
first to represent the history of Jesus as the beginning of ths still continuing 
church history (Lk. 19:11; 21:8), in that he has Acts follow Luke as the 
second book of a connected historical report. In that way thu history of Jesus 
becomes past history and the report of this history becomes the "first life of 
Jesus** (E. Kiisemann, ZThK 51, 1954, l}7 = Essays on New Testament 
Themes, 1964, 28 f.; likewise Conzelmann, Barrett, Haenchen, Apg,, Meyer 
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III 86 f.). Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem first reached its actual goal when Paul 
in Rome preached ra Trept tov Kvpiov Tt/o-oO (Acts 28:31, cf. O’Neill, Theology, 
6). c) Luke endeavors to demonstrate the political innocence of Jesus in the 
eyes of the Romans, above all of Pilate (Lk. 23:4, 14, 20, 22; 23:47 [**Cer- 
tainly this man was innocent!”]), whereas the Jews appear as those who 
approve of insurrection and seek unjustly to accuse Jesus as a political agitator 
(20:20, 26; 23:2, 5, 18 f., 23, 25). There is no doubt that there is a political 
apologetic here which fully absolves the Romans of the guilt in Jesus’ crucifixion 
(Pilate does not condemn Jesus [23:25 against Mk. 15:15 par. Mt. 27:26]) 
and therewith prepares the defense of the Christians against political accusation 
in Acts (e.g.. Acts 17:7, see below, p. 114; Kilpatrick, Manson, St., 60 f.; 
Conzelmann, 90, 138 ff.). Also in connection with this political defense the 
relation of Jesus’ history with general history appears. 

6) Tlie decisive motive in Luke’s new form of Mark is, however, the theo¬ 
logical. That becomes evident in the change of Mark’s geographical design. The 
author of Luke obviously has no accurate conception of the geography of Pales¬ 
tine (cf. Conzelmann, 18 ff., who, however, describes Luke’s conceptions with 
too much certainty). He also knows nothing of several journeys of Jesus to 
Jerusalem (so Girard); rather he expanded the report handed down to him by 
Mark of Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem after conclusion of his activity in Galilee 
and its environs (Mk. 10:1 ff.), so that Jesus now is frequently represented in 
9:51-19:27 as being on the way to Jerusalem (9:51; 13:22, 33; 17:11; 18:31; 
there are general references to Jesus’ travels in 9:57; 10:1, 38; 14:25. The 
data in 17:11 hirjpytTo Bia piecrov 2aju,apeta9 koI TaXiXala^ is unintelligible, but 
needs no conjecture as in Blinzler). Into the connected account of this journey 
to Jerusalem Luke inserted material from Q, special material, and material 
from the Jerusalem journey of Mk. 10. These materials for the most part have 
no recognizable connection to this biographical situation (Blinzler, Reicke). 
This emphatic change of the Markan **Vorlage” allows us to conjecture that 
Luke in this report of the journey to Jerusalem did more than create a frame¬ 
work in order to accommodate additional material out of his tradition. 

Therefore, the more recent works on the “travel narrative” have sought to 
find the leading viewpoint of this composition (Schneider: doctrine for the 
disciples, with directions for the life and work of the disciples and the future 
missionary work of the community of the disciples; Evans: material arranged 
in connection with Dt.; Reicke: instruction of the apostles and discussion with 
opponents; Conzelmann: Jesus’ consciousness of suffering is expressed as a 
journey [likewise O’Neill]; Grundmann: journey to the Passion united with 
Jesus’ activity as prophetic teacher destined to be the Messiah; W. C. Robinson: 
the advance of salvation history represented as the “Way,” and preparation for 
the apostolic witness). But their diversity shows that such viewpoints do not 
stand out clearly, and we must be satisfied with the insight that in 9:51-19:27 
the Lord, who goes to suffer according to God’s will, equips his disciples for 
the mission of preaching after his death (9:60; 10:3,16; 17:22-25). The 
extent and the position of this composition before the actual passion narrative 
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confers upon this section of Jesus* activity a special importance, and thus it 
becomes clear in connection with this formal change of the Markan design that 
Luke wishes to describe the history of Jesus as the preparation for the activity 
of the disciples after Easter. 

And here we touch the ruling theological viewpoint for the shaping of 
the history of Jesus in the Lukan work: The place of Jesus* life in God*s 
salvation history. It has long been observed that the "eschatology in the preach¬ 
ing of Jesus in Luke is not so prominent as in Mark and Matthew,** and that 
"the expectation of the imminent End seems subdued in compc.rison with Mark 
and Matthew (19:11; 9:27; 22:69)** (Fcine-Behm). But only the more recent 
investigations of Luke*s theology (Lohse, Conzelmann, Grassej*, Luck, O’Neill, 
Hacnchen, Apg,, Meyer III ^3) have shown that this receding of the imminent 
expectation is merely an especially striking reference to the fact that Luke "out¬ 
lines a Christian view of history which comprehends the activity of Jesus, his 
death and resurrection as fulfillment of the divine promises, beyond these events 
extends the line farther away, and lets the salvation history continue in the 
course of the church till the end of the times** (Lohse, 265) There are three 
basic thoughts with which Luke, from this fundamental theological view, gives 
a new direction to the history of Jesus. 

a) The imminent expectation is displaced from its comirolling position: 
The summary of Jesus* preaching, "The kingdom of God is at hand** (Mk. 
1:15), is replaced by Jesus* inaugural sermon in Nazareth (Lk. 4:21), "Today 
this scripture (about the eschatological sending of the Spirit upon Jesus) has 
been fulfilled in your hearing**; from the promise, "there a;re some standing 
here who will not taste death before they see the kingdom of God come with 
power** (Mk. 9:1), there develops Lk. 9:27, "there are some standing here 
who will not taste of death before they see the kingdom of God’*; the parable 
of the entrusted pounds is, according to Lk. 19:11, spoken "because they sup¬ 
posed that the kingdom of God was to appear immediately**; and the warning, 
"Many will come in my name, saying, T am he!* and the)^ will lead many 
astray** (Mk. 13:6) is expanded to Lk. 21:8, "Many will come in my name, 
saying, T am he!* and, *The time is at hand!* Do not go after them.** Indeed, the 
question, "When does the kingdom of God come?** is rejected, because there 
are no signs upon the basis of which it can be answered, and because "the 
kingdom of God is in the midst of you** (Lk. 17:20 f.) (cf. on the translation 
of this puzzling saying, W. G. Kiimmel, Promise [see above, p. 53], 32 ff. 
and F. Mussner, "Wann kommt das Reich Gottes?,** BZ, N.F. 6, 1962, 107 ff.). 
But did this rejection of the question about the moment take place because "this 
moment indeed lies in the far distance** (Grasser, 194), because "Luke resolutely 
renounced his adherence to the imminent expectation** (Conzelmann, 122)? 
These answers are contradicted by several texts which proclaim the nearness of 
the judgment (3:9, 17 in the mouth of the Baptist), the nearness of the king¬ 
dom of God (10:9, 11 as commission to the seventy), the early judgment of 
God (18:7 f.), and in 21:32 it is said as in Mk. 13:30 that "this generation will 
not pass away till all has taken place.’* These texts cannot be explained away 
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with the contention that Luke **simply took over” these sayings, and that the 
total sense decides over the individual saying (Crasser, 190). For in 10:11 
Luke obviously added ^yyiKcv v; /SaoriXeia tov Oeov (cf. Mt. 10:14), and the refer¬ 
ence to the fate of Sodom "on that day,” i.e., on the day of judgment, in the 
following verse (10:12), proves that Luke must have understood the nearness 
I of the kingdom of God not as present, but as threatening future. It is, therefore, 
hardly correct to say that for Luke the imminent expectation is completely 
given up, but it has lost its urgent character, and the present is emphasized more 
strongly as the time of salvation. 

b) If, therefore, it does not prove correct that Luke replaces the imminent 
expectation with his conception of salvation history (e.g., Conzelmann, Crasser, 
Barrett, Haenchcn, Apg., Meyer III 86, U. Wilckens, Missionsreden [see 
lit. to $9], 93), there can be no doubt that he depicts the history of Jesus as 
the decisive period in the course of salvation history and not as the eschatological 
event. In behalf of that Lk. 16:16 is especially characteristic. Mt. 11:12 preserves 
a Jesus-saying probably in its original form: "From the days of John the 
Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven has suffered violence.” In Lk. 16:16 
this saying becomes: "The law and the prophets were until John; since then the 
good news of the kingdom of God is preached, and every one enters it violently” 
(for the critical problem, see W. G. Kummel, Promise [see above, p. 53], 
121 if.). Conzelmann, chiefly upon the basis of this saying, has advocated the 
thesis that Luke depicts the history of Jesus as the "middle of time,” which is 
preceded by the time of the law and prophets and followed by the time of the 
church (pp. 16, 112 f., 160 f., 185 ff.). In behalf of his view that salvation 
history steps into the place of eschatology, he cites the growing consciousness 
of the nonappearance of the parousia (122, 131; thus also Grasser, Barrett, 
O’Neill). There is no doubt that first in Luke the problem of the delay of the 
parousia consciously influenced the reproduction of Jesus’ message. That be¬ 
comes evident not only in the already mentioned repression of the imminent 
expectation (cf. also ovk €v6ew<; to rekosy 21:9) but is especially striking in the 
separation of the firmly held eschatological expectation from events within 
history: the persecution of the disciples “and the destruction of Jerusalem 
(21:12 ff., 20 ff.) as events within history are clearly distinguished (over 
against Mk. 13:9 ff., 14 ff.) from the signs of the parousia and from the parousia 
itself (21:2 5 ff. par. Mk. 13:24 ff.) (the signs of the parousia are not placed in 
any clear chronological connection with the events within history) (cf. irpo 
Sfi TovTiov 7rdvT(i)v 21:12 and with respect to the revision of Mark by Luke in 
Lk. 21:12 ff.: Grasser, 158 ff.). The growing consciousness of the delay of the 
parousia does bring about the fact that "in place of the short, limited time has 
appeared the elongated time of the church” (Grasser, 197), but not so that first 
in Luke the conception of salvation history appears as a substitute for realistic 
eschatology. For, on the one hand, it must be said that there are good reasons 
for presuming that Luke does differentiate between the time of Jesus* activity 
and the time of the church. Yet "the salvation history design” "even in Luke is 
only to be inferred and is not explicitly made into the theme” (Luck, 53). 
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Luke, too, emphasizes only the contrast of the time of the law and prophets to 
the time from John the Baptist until the parousia (Lk. 16:16; 21:27 f.)- And, 
on the other hand, it must be said that Luke by no means was the first who 
introduced the conception of salvation history into the reproduction of the 
evangelical tradition, because the proclamation of the presence in Jesus of 
the eschatological salvation which remains future formed the basic view of the 
evangelical proclamation since the preaching of Jesus himself (see W. G. Kiim- 
mcl. Promise [see above, p. 53], passim; idem, **Futurische und prasentische 
Eschatologie im altesten Urchristentum,” NTSt 5, 1958-59, 113 ff.; O. Cull- 
mann, Clovist and Time, 1964, 1 ff.). But to be sure, Luke, from the experience of 
extended time which yet is always impending short time, placed the presence of 
the still expected consummation so strongly in the foreground that the history 
of Jesus has become the apyi) of "the things which have been accomplished 
among us** (1:1 f.). 

c) Hence the fact that Luke reports the "life of Jesus** as the beginning of 
a still continuing church history (see above, pp. 98 f.) turns out to be a theo¬ 
logical necessity. For the experience of the Spirit as the power of tl:.e time of the 
end in the church of the present (Acts 1:8; 2:1 ff, 38; 5:32; 10:^4 ff.; 15:28) 
makes it possible to see the history of Jesus governed by the Spirit of God, who 
criofxaTLKO) etSet (Lk. 3:22) descended upon Jesus and controlled him until the 
cry of prayer (23:46) (cf. 4:1, 18 and SvmjuLLs 4:14, 36; 5:17). For the Gentile- 
Christian church, which has experienced the Spirit, "the apostolic teach¬ 
ing about Jesus is proved only by the work of the Spirit as activity of 
God** (Luck, 59). The history of Jesus is, therefore, consciously reported by 
Luke retrospectively from the present church (Acts 10:36 ff.). In spite of that 
it must be asked whether Luke can be designated as the "first representative of 
the developing primitive Catholicism** (E. Kasemann, "Ntl. Fragen von heute,** 
ZThK 54, 1957, 20) since we encounter neither the church as an institution of 
salvation nor the sacraments as ecclesiastical means of salvation (thus rightly 
Barrett, 70 ff.; Conzelmann, 211, note 1). 

Thus it may have become clear that Luke so sought to reach his goal KaOe^ij^: 
ypaipai the tradition of the eyewitnesses that he represented Jesus* history con¬ 
trolled by the Spirit of God as the basis for the witness of the apostles "in Jeru¬ 
salem and in all Judea and Samaria and to the end of the earth** (Acts 1:8), in 
order to offer to faith the aacpdXeLa (Lk. 1:4) which for him was indispensable. 


4. The Author 

Luke and Acts manifest themselves through the dedication i:o the same 
Theophilus and through the reference of Acts 1:1 to "the first book** as the 
work of one author. Also they doubtless belong together according to language, 
style, and theological attitude. Neither Luke nor Acts, directly or indirectly, 
allows us to recognize who their author was. Since the testimony of Papias is 
lacking, and the great age of the Lukan prologue, falsely designated as "anti- 
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Marcionite,” is very questionable (see below, p. 343), we first encounter the 
early ecclesiastical tradition in the Muratorian Canon: 

The third Gospel book, that according to Luke. This physician Luke after Christ’s 
ascension (resurrection?), since Paul had taken him with him as an expert in the way 
(of the teaching) [reading itinerh instead of hiris\, composed it in his own name accord¬ 
ing to (his) thinking. Yet neither did he himself see the Lord in the flesh; and therefore, 
as he was able to discern it, so he begins to tell the story from the birth of John. 
(Hennecke-Schneemelcher [see above, p. 60], I, 43), 

The more recent tradition (printed in Beghiiiings II, 210 flF.) was able to add 
nothing to the old report. For the contention that Luke originated in Antioch 
(most recently defended by Strobcl) is encountered first for certain in Eus., EH 
II, 4, 6, since the so-called anti-Marcionite prologue is no useful source (see 
above). And the **we” in one part of the **\Vestern” textual tradition of Acts 
11:28, which probably also presupposes this tradition, is not even demonstrable 
as ancient in the Western text (see below, p. 124 f.). Thus there remains as go¬ 
ing back to the second century only the report that Luke the physician was the 
author of Luke-Acts. This reference can only be to “Luke the beloved physician** 
(Col. 4:14; Phlm. 24; II Tim. 4:11), who must have been born a Gentile, 
because in Col. 4:14 Paul expressly excludes him from his “fellow workers of 
the circumcision.** An identification with the “Lucius’* of Rom. 16:21 (Mi- 
chaelis) is extremely improbable, since this Lucius is probably designated as 
PauPs fellow countryman, i.e., as a Jew. According to the references in Colossians 
and Philemon, Luke must have been in the place of imprisonment from which 
these epistles originated. Since this place cannot be fixed with certainty (Cae¬ 
sarea? see 521 , 5), no significant biographical information can be inferred from 
these verses. Whether the “we-report** of Acts enables us to recognize something 
about the participation of Luke in PauPs missionary journeys, will be questioned 
in §9. 

First of all, in respect to this tradition which appears at the end of the second 
century about Luke the physician as the author of Luke-Acts, we must ask 
whether here there really is an early tradition. For H. J. Cadbury (Beginnings 
II, 2 50 ff.) has pointed out that already at the end of the second century it 
could have been inferred that Luke was the author by reasoning from the pre¬ 
supposition that a canonical Gospel must have an apostolic author (Tert., adv, 
Marc. IV, 2), and by comparing the “we** in Acts with the data concerning the 
associates of Paul during his imprisonment (Col. 4:10-12; Phlm. 23 f.; II Tim. 
4:9-12). So little as that can be established, so little is it certain that any early 
information lies at the basis of the tradition from the end of the second century. 
So much the more, then, must we ask whether the hypothesis (inferred or 
handed down) that Luke the physician was the author of Luke-Acts can be 
brought into harmony with the evidence of Luke (and then also of Acts). 

The question has been much discussed whether the books of Luke in lan¬ 
guage and mental horizon allow us to recognize a physician as author. Especially 
Hobart, upon the basis of an extensive comparison of the Lukan vocabulary 
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with the language and style of Greek physicians, came to the conclusion that 
throughout both Lukan writings there sounds clearly a familiarity with tech¬ 
nical medical language which leaves no doubt as to the vocation of the author. 
Zahn, Harnack, Moffatt, Hopfl-Gut, Mcinertz, Albertz, Michaelis, Wikenhauser, 
Geldenhuys, Feine-Behm, and others agreed with more or less certainty to this 
argumentation. Cadbury, however, exposed the methodological untenability 
of this thesis by showing that almost all alleged purely medical expressions in 
Luke are also found, e.g., in LXX, Josephus, Plutarch, and Lucian, and that 
the style of Luke exhibits no more medical resources of language and interest 
than the style of contemporary writers who were not medical men. The presence 
of individual words and phrases, which principally have their pr.rallels in the 
medical literature of the Greeks, e.g., crvve^o{x€inj iruperM /xcyd\w Lk. 4:38 
{TTvpiijdovda Mk. 1:30), a\^p TrX^pr)^ AeVpas Lk. 5:12 (Xeirpos Mk. *l:40), cary 
y pvcTLs Tov atpaTO^ avry^ Lk. 8:44 (^€.$ypdv6y y iryyy tov at/xaros avrij^ Mk. 
5:29), eKij/v)(0} Acts 5:5, 10; 12:23, dvaKaOl^o) Lk. 7:15; Acts 9:40, shows only 
that Luke writes a more cultured Greek than Mark, especially since all of 
these expressions are also otherwise attested (cf. Bauer-Arndt-Gingirich, Lexicon, 
for the particular words). And still less is proved by descriptions of sickness 
such as Lk. 4:3 5 (different from Mark) and 13:11; or the depiction of the care 
of the wounded man (Lk. 10:34 f.); or the blotting out of the harsh judgment 
upon the medical profession (Mk. 5:26; Lk. 8:43); or even the addition of 
Sextos' in Lk. 6:6; 22:50. In short, Luke’s style and language establish nothing 
for or against a physician as author. 

It has also been maintained that Luke shows a remarkable affnity for the 
theology of Paul and therefore must have originated from a pupil of Paul (cf., 
e.g., Leon-Dufour in Robert-Feuillet, Feine-Behm, especially Flopfl-Gut). Those 
who hold this view point to Luke’s universalism (4:27; 24:47), to the emphasis 
upon Liith_(^jJ_2; 18:8), upon God’s love for sinners (15:1 ff.), upon the gospel 
of joy (2:10; 10:20), and to common concepts {doiTypia 19:9; Kvpio^ for the 
earthly Jesus [see above, p. 98], StKaioio 18:14), etc. But in all of these cases it is 
a matter of general Gentile-Christian concepts and words, and specifically Pauline 
theologoumena are completely lacking. Even if we leave the pictuj*e of Paul in 
Acts entirely out of consideration for the moment, it becomes evident even in 
Luke that its author is altogether unfamiliar with the Pauline theology (cf. 
Bleiben). This unfamiliarity can most clearly be recognized in the author’s 
conception of Jesus death. Although he understands it as corresponding to 
the divine necessity (9:22; 24:26), he makes no clear reference to an expiatory 
death. Mk. 10:45 is wanting. Lk. 22:19 f. is carried out no further. Likewise, 
the cry of the God-forsaken One on the cross (Mk. 15:34) is missing (see 
Conzelmann, 197, 201; Barrett, 59; E. Lohse, Martyrer mtd Gottesknecht, 
FRLANT 64, 1955, 187 ff.; U. Wilckens [see lit. to 59], 184, 200 f.). Since 
it is simply unthinkable to regard the character of the Gospel of Luke as stand¬ 
ing close to the theology of Paul, from here on the tradition of Luke as the 
author of the third Gospel can only be questioned. 

Upon the basis of the Gospel of Luke, only one thing can be sa;!d with cer- 
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tainty about its author—he was a Gentile Christian. This deduction is sup¬ 
ported by the above mentioned facts that the author has no knowledge of the 
geography of Palestine and, except for avoids Semitic words. That he writes 
for Gentile Christians follows also from the observation that in Luke charac¬ 
teristic traditions concerning Jesus* battle against the Pharisaical understanding 
of the Law are lacking, just as Palestinian features are changed to Hellenistic 
ones (these passages are missing: Mt. 5:17, 20 ; the antitheses of Mt. 5:21-48; 
the sayings against false cultic piety [Mt. 6 : 1 - 8 , 16-18]; the argument con¬ 
cerning clean and unclean [Mk. 7:1-23]; the narrative of the Canaanite woman 
[Mk. 7:24 ff.], etc.; Lk. 5:19 par. Mk. 2:4 and Lk. 7:36 ff. presuppose Hellenis¬ 
tic situations). Yet this insight into the Gentile-Christian origin of the author 
of Luke cannot decide the question whether the author was really Luke the 
physician; and if decisive arguments speak against a pupil of Paul this possibility 
can be denied with certainty only upon the basis of Acts (see §9, 4). 


5. Time and Place of Composition 

Again and again the proposition has been advanced that Luke and Acts were 
written at the beginning of the sixties, before the end of Paul’s trial (e.g., 
Harnack, Hopfl-Gut, Meinertz, Michaelis, Schafer, Albertz, Cerfaux-Cambier, 
Sahlin, Koh, Hastings, Geldenhuys). But Lk. 1:1 ff. is hardly compatible with 
this dating, for according to the Lukan prologue there must have existed in 
this case already about the year 60 many gospel writings, among them Mark. 
Yet decisive against such an early date is the fact that Luke looks back upon the 
fall of Jerusalem (a.d. 70). Jesus’ prophecy of judgment upon Jerusalem must 
be regarded as historical (Mk. 13:2 par.; Lk. 13:34 f. par.). But in Lk. 21 : 20 , 24 
the apocalyptic prophecy concerning **the desolating sacrilege” (Mk. 13:14 ff.) 
appears to have been transformed into a prophecy of judgment upon Jerusalem 
which was shaped ex eventu: The events of the year 70, with the siege and de¬ 
struction of the city by the Romans, the massacre of countless Jews, and the 
conveyance of the survivors into Gentile captivity, are presupposed. The same 
thing holds true for the description of 19:43 f.: The wall which the enemies 
will cast up around the city, the siege and blockade, the surrender of the con¬ 
quered city and its inhabitants to the victors, and the complete destruction of 
the city, correspond exactly with descriptions which contemporary reports 
give about Titus’ march upon Jerusalem. Luke in any case, then, was written 
after 70. How far down the date must be brought cannot be clearly decided 
upon the basis of Luke. On the other hand, the composition of Acts doubtless 
forms the termimis ad qtiejn, since Acts 1:1 looks back upon Luke as the 
7rpioTo<i A 6 yo 9 . The hypothesis that Acts was written before "Proto-Luke,” and 
Luke then after Acts (Koh, C. S. C. Williams, BNTC on Acts, 12 f.), falls 
with the hypothesis of a Proto-Luke. Russell certainly has shown that for Luke, 
but not for Acts, there is a clear witness for its composition after 70, but he 
has not been able to cite any reasons for the composition of Acts before Luke. 
O’Neill’s attempt to date Luke between 115-135 shatters upon rfie date of Acts 
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(see below, pp. 132 f.). Wc may regard the period between 70 and 90 as 
probable for the composition of Luke. 

Concerning the place of composition, there is no early tradition. Scholars 
have conjectured about Caesarea (Michel, Klijn), Achaea (T. W. Manson), 
the Decapolis (Koh), and, above all, Rome (Michaelis, Geldenhuys, Hastings, 
and others). But for none of these conjectures can any conclusive arguments 
be adduced, and we can say only that Luke was surely written outside of 
Palestine. 


59. The Acts of the Apostles 
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1. Contents 

The widespread division of Acts into two unequal principal parts (1-12: 
From Jerusalem to Antioch, Petrine part; 13-28: From Antioch to Rome, 
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Pauline part; so also Feine-Behm) is hardly according to the understanding 
of the author, who follows no biographical purpose. Preferably, we can accept 
a twofold division of the book at 15:3 5-36 ( 1 :1 5-1 5:3 5: expansion from Jeru¬ 
salem until the securing of the Gentile mission; 15:36-28:31: expansion to 
Rome; so Menoud). Or we may attempt a division into five geographically 
determined sections in accordance with the missionary commission (1:8): 1:15- 
8:3: Jerusalem; 8:4-11:18: Samaria and coastal region; 11:19-15:35: Antioch 
and Antiochian mission; 15:36-19:20: lands around the Aegean Sea; 19:21- 
28:31: from Jerusalem to Rome (thus O’Neill, Theology [see lit. to §8], 67; 
similarly Dupont, NTSt 1959-60, 13 5). The following summary is based upon 
the latter division that is naturally hypothetical also. 

After the prologue and the account of the Ascension (1:1-14) the First 
Principal Part (1:15-8:3) treats the spread of the gospel in Jerusalem. 1:15-26: 
restoration of the circle of the twelve through the choice of Matthias; 2:1-41: 
Pentecost (outpouring of the Holy Spirit, 1-13; Peter’s sermon. 14-36, and 
its success, 37-41); 2:42-47: first summary account; 3:1-4:22: healing of a 
lame man by Peter, Peter’s preaching in the temple, Peter and John before the 
Sanhedrin; 4:23-31: prayer of the community for release of the apostles; 4:32- 
3 5: second summary account, to which is added the example of Barnabas 
(4:36, 37) and the counterexample, Ananias and Sapphira (5:1-11); 5:12-16: 
third summary account; 5:17-42: the apostles before the Sanhedrin; 6:l-8:3: 
Stephen and the first persecution (6:1-7: choice of the "seven”; 6:8-15: 
accusation of Stephen; 7:1-53: speech of Stephen; 7:54—8:3: martyrdom of 
Stephen and persecution of the Hellenistic Christians in Jerusalem). 

The Second Principal Part (8:4-11:18) reports the spread of the gospel in 
Samaria and the coastal regions. 8:4-25: preaching in Samaria; 8:2 6-40: Philip 
and the Ethiopian court official; 9:1-9: conversion of Paul; 9:10-30: Paul in 
Damascus and Jerusalem; 9:31-43: Peter in Lydda and Joppa; 10:1-11:18: 
Peter in Caesarea: conversion of the Gentile Cornelius. 

The Third Principal Part (11:19-15:35) recounts the spread of the gospel 
to Antioch and then out from Antioch. 11:19-26: the first Christians in Antioch 
(name Xpto-rtavot) ; 11:27-30; 12:25: collection journey of Barnabas and Paul 
from Antioch to Jerusalem, in the midst of which is the persecution of the 
primitive church by Herod Agrippa I (12:1-19: martyrdom of James, the son 
of Zebedee, and the rescue of Peter) and the death of Herod (12:20-24); 
13:1-14:28: mission, commencing at Antioch (13:1-3: sending out of Bar¬ 
nabas and Paul; 13:4-12: preaching in Cyprus; 13:13-52: journey to Antioch 
in Pisidia, speech of Paul, and expulsion of the missionaries; 14:l-6i?: preaching 
in Iconium and flight; 14:6Z?-20f?: preaching and miracle of healing in Lystra, 
and persecution; 14:20^-28: return from Derbe to Antioch); 15:1-3 5: apostolic 
council (1-2: controversy in Antioch; 3-21: proceedings in Jerusalem; 22-29: 
apostolic decree; 30-3 5: return of the emissaries to Antioch). 

The Fourth Principal Part (15:36—19:20) depicts the spread of the gospel 
in the lands around the Aegean Sea. 15:36-40: separation of Barnabas and 
Paul; 15:41—16:10: journey of Paul through Asia Minor to Troas; !(>:! 1—17:14: 
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Paul in Macedonia (16:11-40: Philippi; 17:1-9: Thessalonica; 17:10-14: 
Berea); 17:15-18:17: Paul in Greece (17:15-34: Athens; 18:1-17: Corinth); 
18:18-22: return to Antioch via Ephesus; 18:23-19:20: repeated journey of 
Paul to Asia Minor (18:23: Galatia and Phrygia; 18:24-28: Apollos in Ephesus; 
19:1-20: Paul in Ephesus [1-7: disciples of John; 8-20: preaching and miracles 
of Paul]). 

The Fifth Principal Part (19:21-28:31) represents the spread of the gospel 
from Jerusalem to Rome. 19:21, 22: resolve to make the journey via Jerusalem 
to Rome; 19:23-40: riot of Demetrius in Ephesus; 20:1-6: journey to Mace¬ 
donia, Greece, and back to Troas; 20:7-12: Troas; 20:13-16: journey from 
Troas to Miletus; 20:17-38: farewell to the elders from Ephesus and Miletus; 
21:1-14: journey from Miletus to Caesarea; 21:15-26: arrival in Jerusalem; 
21:27-39: imprisonment of Paul; 21:40-22:21: Paul’s speech from the steps 
of the temple site; 22:22-29: hearing by the Roman officer; 22:30-23:11: 
Paul before the Sanhedrin; 23:12-22: Jewish attempt on Paul’s life; 23:23-3 5: 
transfer of Paul to Caesarea; 24:1-26:32: Paul’s imprisonment in Caesarea 
(24:1-26: accusation and defense of Paul before Felix the procurator; 24:27: 
Festus, successor of Felix; 25:1-12: Paul’s appeal to Caesar; 25:13-27: visit of 
Herod Agrippa II with Festus in Caesarea; 26:1-32: Paul before Agrippa); 
27:1-28:16: Paul’s voyage to Rome (27:1-12: voyage to Crete; 27:13-26: 
stormy journey; 27:27-44: shipwreck; 28:1-10: stay at Malta; 28:11-16: 
journey to Rome); 28:17-31: confinement of Paul in Rome. 

2. The Acts as the Second Part of the Lukan Historical Work 

Acts is no isolated literary work. As the dedication to the same Theophilus 
(Acts 1:1; Lk. 1:3) shows, it forms the continuation of Luke and belongs with 
it as the second part of a complete historical work. The prologue of Acts in its 
transmitted text refers to Luke as **the first book” (1:1), joins to Luke’s con¬ 
clusion the appearances of the risen Lord before the apostles and his farewell 
(1:2 ff.), and then tells of his last meeting with them and his ascension again 
in more detail (1:6 ff.). 

This reference back to Luke and this repetition are certainly not without 
difficulties: No 6 Sc Scurepo? Adyos or the like corresponds to top fuv TrpojTov 
\6yov (1:1), and thus is lacking the expected summary of the second volume 
introduced by these words. The sentence in 1:2 is hardly translatable. The ac¬ 
count of the Ascension attached in 1:9 ffi. refers back to the period of the first 
volume, which, according to Acts 1:2, had already been terminated by the 
Ascension. According to Lk. 24:50 f., the Ascension took place on the day of 
the Resurrection near Bethany, but according to Acts 1:3, 12 after forty days 
on the Mount of Olives (in Lk. 24:51, Kal di^ec^cpcro ck toj/ ovpavov is to be 
left in the text with and the ‘‘Egyptian” witnesses; see J. Jeremias, The 
Eucharistic Words of Jesus, 195 5, 99, and Haenchen, Apg., Meyer III 668). 
Therefore, various conjectures have been made regarding a secondary alteration 
of the beginning of Acts. According to one hypothesis, the lack of a summary 
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of the contents of the second volume and the repetition of the account of the 
Ascension can be explained only if the statements about the forty-day period 
before the Ascension and the new account of the Ascension (therefore, Acts 
1:3-14 or the greater part of it) are interpolated (so W. G. Kiimmel, TliRdsch, 
N.F. 17, 1948, 9, note 1, and the scholars cited there; Clark, A07 f., regards 
1:1-11 as added). Related to this view is the less far-reaching hypothesis that 
at least the first verses of Acts 1 were disrupted by an interpolation, but this 
interpolation did not include the account of the Ascension (1:6 ff.) (E. 
Norden, Agiiosfos Theos, 1913, 310 ff.; Feine-Behm, Bauernfemd, Albertz). 
According to the other hypothesis, Lk. 24:50-53 proves to be linguistically and 
factually in contradiction with Luke even as Acts 1:1-5 is with Acts. On the 
other hand, Lk. 24:49 connects well with Acts 1:6, so that it must be as¬ 
sumed that Luke and Acts originally formed a connected work which was not 
divided until canonization, when Lk. 24:50-53 and Acts 1:1-5 were attached 
(Lake, Beginnings V, 1 ff.; A. N. Wilder, ''Variant Traditions of the Resurrec¬ 
tion in Acts,” JBL 62, 1943, 311; Sahlin, Messias [sec lit. to §S]y 11 ff.; 
Mcnoud, Bultma7in-Bestschr,; Trocme, 31 ff.; Conzclmann [sec lit. to ^8], 94, 
203, note 4, regards only Lk. 24:50-53 as secondary). But this latter hypothesis 
concerning an original unity of Lukc-Acts is in any case untenabb. On the one 
hand, there is no sufficient reason for the hypothesis of a secondary attachment 
of Lk. 24:50-53. On the other hand, we know nothing about Lake and Acts 
coming as a connected work into the canon, where both books are never found 
together, whereas all the evidence points to the conclusion that Luke was re¬ 
garded as canonical considerably earlier than Acts. But three facts speak 
decisively against this hypothesis: a) If Lk. 24:50-53 and Acts 1:1-5 were first 
affixed as the conclusion of the separated first half and as the beginning of the 
separated second half of the complete work, Luke-Acts, then it would be in¬ 
comprehensible that precisely the originator of these two additions would have 
occasioned the very contradictions whose presence is supposed to be explained 
by this hypothesis, b) At the time of the composition of Luke the literary form 
of the "Gospel” was already so firmly fixed that the author o:: Luke could 
hardly have included the spread of the Christian message to Rome in his 
Gospel. Moreover, according to the standard technique of bookmaking, the 
complete work, Luke-Acts, would have been too long, whereas Lake and Acts 
arc almost of the same length and of normal size (Cadbury, Book of Acts, 
138 f.). c) Acts 1:6 ff. does not at all connect smoothly with Lk. 24:49, since 
the disciples, according to Lk. 24:33, are in a house in Jerusalem, which Jesus 
enters (24:36). But according to Acts 1:12 the Ascension occurs without 
change of place in the open on the Mount of Olives. Also, tlie ol /jlIv ovv 
arin'e/\06i'T€<i (Acts 1:6) collides with evpov rjOpoKTixivovf; toi>9 evScKa (Lk. 24:33). 
The hypothesis that Acts 1:1-5 is an addition because Lk. 24:49 originally con¬ 
nected with Acts 1:6 must, therefore, be rejected as impossible (so also Conzel- 
mann, Barrett, Haenchen, van Unnik, Wilckcns, 57, note 1, Dupont, Les 
sources, 24, note 2, Mcnoud, Cullmann-Festschr.). 

But also the hypothesis that Acts 1:3-14 (or a part of it) is interpolated is 
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lacking in probative force. 1:8 formulates the theme of Acts so suitably that 
this statement of the theme could hardly be derived from a strange hand. If an 
interpolator had wished to reproduce a divergent tradition, he would scarcely 
have mentioned in such an unemphasized manner the period of forty days be¬ 
tween Resurrection and Ascension (1:3), a period which diverges from Lk. 24. 
But, above all, one would expect from an interpolator that he, according to 
literary convention, would have attached the summary of the second volume 
which corresponds to the recapitulation in 1:1, 2. Moreover, we meet precisely 
in 1:1-5 some unobtrusive stylistic peculiarities of Luke which an interpolator 
could hardly have noticed and copied (see the evidence in Haenchen, loc. ciL), 
The hypothesis that the beginning of Acts, in spite of its stylistic offenses, 
stems from the author of Acts offers, therefore, the fewest difficulties. Tlie 
fact that the chronological reference for the Ascension in Luke is different from 
that in Acts cannot simply be put out of the way, certainly not with the conten¬ 
tion that the round number **forty” has nothing to do with the time of the 
Ascension but only is supposed to characterize the unique authority of the 
witnesses of the Resurrection (so Mcnoud, Cullmann-Festschr.). But this 
divergence becomes quite understandable if it is made clear that Luke obvi¬ 
ously pictured the Ascension in Lk. 24 as the conclusion of Jesus’ life and 
in Acts, together with the forty days of instruction and with the message of 
the angel (1:11), as the beginning of the time of the church (cf. Barrett [see 
lit. to 58], 56; Haenchen, Apg., Meyer III 114). 

If the author of Acts gave to Acts a title or a superscription, of which we 
know nothing, then it is not preserved. The name irpaia^ (rwr) aTroaToXoyv 
or, briefly, Trpd^et?, acta or actus apostolomm, has been attested since Irenaeus 
and Clement of Alexandria (Muratorian Canon: acta omnium apostolorum) 
(cf. Hopfl-Gut, 257), but is hardly original, and docs not coincide with the 
contents of the book (otherwise Wcndland, Liter aturj or men y see above, p. 
25, Meinertz, Schafer, Hopfl-Gut; Wikenhauser is uncertain). For Luke, 
apostles are always the twelve (except 14:4, 14), but of them only Peter is 
prominent in Acts, and from 13:4 on, Paul plays the chief role, who, with the 
exception of 14:4, 14, is not called an apostle. Moreover, the author has no 
biographical interests. Tlic name, **Acts of the Apostles,” which must have 
come into use in connection with the formation of the NT canon in the second 
century, corresponds much more to the interests of the early church in Peter 
and Paul as the two chief apostles and to the misunderstanding of Acts as a 
literary work in the age of the apologists. The changing designations of the 
book in Irenaeus (Haer, III 31,3: Lucae de apostolis testificatio) and Tertullian 
(De jejunio 10: commentarius Lucae) also show that an authentic title was 
wanting. 

Because Acts apparently abruptly breaks off with a notice about the two- 
year preaching activity of the imprisoned Paul in Rome, it has been conjectured 
that the ending was accidentally or intentionally broken off, or that Luke 
wanted to write yet a third book (so Zahn, de Zwaan, Goguel, W. L. Knox, 
J. Jeremias, NTD IX, ®1953, 2). But since no indication can be found any- 
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where that such a third book had been planned or existed (rou '.rpwrov \6yov 
[1:1] refers to no more than two volumes [see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, Lexicon, 
733], and since 28:30 can be understood as a meaningful conclusion to the 
book, these conjectures are unsuccessful (cf. Trocme, 34 fF.)* 


3. Literary Peculiarity and Theological Character of Acts 

The investigation of the literary character and purpose of Acts (for its history 
cf. Goguel, Intr. Ill, 37 ff.; A. C. McGiffert and J. W. Hunkin, Beginnhigs I, 
2, 363 ff.; Trocme, 1 ff.; Haenchen, Apg,, Meyer III 13 ff.; for the most 
recent investigations cf. the works cited below, p. 115) received, after sundry 
disparate attempts, its decisive impetus from F. C. Baur, who in 18 38 first pro¬ 
posed the thesis that Acts stems from the late period of primitive Christianity 
and arises from the intention of softening the opposition (recognizable in the 
genuine Pauline epistles) between Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians 
through reconciliation of both parties (see WGR, NT, 162 f.). Following out 
these thoughts, M. Schneckenburger, Vber den Zxveck der Apg, (1341), saw in 
Acts an apology for Paul against the Judaizers: Luke consciously omits every¬ 
thing which would call to mind the real opposition of the Jewhh Christians 
against Paul and intentionally stresses everything which places Paul on the 
same level as Peter. Baur himself, in his book which laid the foundation for 
his entire interpretation of history, Panins, der Apostel Jesus Christi (1845) 
(Tr. A. Menzies from 2nd ed. [1867], 1873-76), went a decisive step fur¬ 
ther: Whereas Schneckenburger found no objectively incorrect features in Acts’ 
picture of Paul and regarded Luke as the author of the book, Baur interpreted 
the book as a creation of the second century, which, in the interest of settling 
the opposition between Paul and Peter, falsified the history, and consequently 
in contrast to the genuine Pauline epistles offers no trustworthy historical source 
(see WGK, NT, 164 flf.). This view, that the author of Acts followed a con¬ 
ciliatory ‘^tendency” which falsified the facts, was further sharpen 2 d by Baur’s 
pupils, E. Zeller and A. Schwegler (see WGK, NT, 177 f.). This Tubingen 
position not only met with the opposition of the conservative theologians, but 
also was questioned by scholars of a fundamentally critical orientation (espe¬ 
cially E. Reuss and A. Ritschl) on the basis of their proof that the primitive 
period of Christianity in no wise exhibited only the opposition between Jewish 
Christianity and Gentile Christianity as maintained by Baur (see WGK, NT, 
191 ff., 201 ff.). Even though the hypothesis of a conciliatory tencency and of 
a conscious falsification of history by Acts appeared unfounded, the recognition 
that between the Pauline epistles and Acts numerous contradictions exist which 
cannot be harmonized readily could not be laid. Some scholars thzn explained 
these contradictions with the hypothesis that Acts delineated the unionistic 
image of primitive Christian history as held by Gentile Christianity of the early 
postapostolic age: *Taul was not judaised nor Peter Paulinised, but both Paul 
and Peter were ‘Lucanised,’ i.e.. Catholicised” (A. Julicher, An Introduction 
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to the NT. Tr. Janet Penrose Ward, 1904, p. 438; see WGK, NT, 217 ff.). 
Already in 1870 F. Overbeck had similarly characterized the historical position 
of Acts and also ascribed to Acts the intention of defending Christianity against 
political inculpation (see Haenchen, Apg., Meyer 21). Also J. Weiss 

(1897) found no inner Christian tendencies of any sort in Acts, and interpreted 
it as an apology for Christianity, addressed to the Centile public, against Jewish 
accusations, with the goal of showing that the world mission of Cliristianity 
had supplanted Judaism. 

If the ‘Tendency criticism” of the “Tubingen School” was recognized as the 
wrong way, the task still remained of ascertaining the aim which the author of 
Acts pursued and, at the same time, of determining the theological standpoint 
of the book, for only thus could the historical value and the message of the book 
be certainly recognized. And although scholarship at the beginning of the twenti¬ 
eth century devoted itself chiefly to the question of the sources of Acts (sec 
below, pp. 123 f.), P. Wendland (see above, p. 25, 321, 325), already in 1912, 
sought to understand Acts as the “natural expression of developing ecclesiastical 
relations and the concomitant changed concept of history,” and to point out that 
literarily it is a “mid position between history and a collection of heroic poems 
[Heldenbuch].” But the question about the literary character and the share of 
the author in the composition of Acts was first methodically set about by M. Di- 
belius in his essay, “Style Criticism of the Book of Acts” (1923; = Studies, 
1 ff.). Tlic result of this and other investigations by Dibelius was not only the 
separation of small units and of a travel journal [Reisctagcbuch] from the 
continuous account of Acts, but above all the proof of the methods employed 
by the author in the revision of the tradition, and his intention “to present the 
meaning of events” {Studies, 125). This question concerning the literary pur¬ 
pose of the author of Acts in the shaping of the separate scenes of his account 
has been studied especially by E. Haenchen and U. Wilckens. And at the same 
time the questions about the author’s theological point of departure and accom¬ 
panying aim in his revision of the tradition have been taken up anew through 
the investigation of his actual relation to Paul and his conception of salvation 
history (Vielhauer, Kiisemann, and others). This investigation is by no means 
concluded. 

At the outset three views of the literary intention of Acts must doubtless 
be rejected as false, a) Although the author shows himself conversant with the 
literary usage of his time, and makes use of a literary method of ancient his¬ 
torians by inserting speeches. Acts is not “a genuine historical work” (E. Meyer, 
Ursprnng und Anfange des Christentums III, 1923, 7), and its author is not 
“the first Christian historian” (Dibelius, Studies, 123 ff.; cf. Vielhauer, 14; 
Wilckens, Missionsreden, 92). The fact that Luke precedes Acts as the first 
volume of a twofold work speaks against such a hypothesis. Further, so many 
of the characteristics of actual historical writing are missing—completeness of 
material, precision in historical details, a complete chronology, biographical 
interest—that reporting as such, or reporting with a definite tendency, cannot 
be the aim of Acts (see van Unnik, 44). 
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b) The contention that Acts was written with the goal of being submitted 
as a defense of Paul in his trial in Rome (so most recently Sahlin, Koh; earlier 
advocates in Sahlin, 3 5 f.) is untenable. It presupposes an impossibly early 
origin of Acts (about 62; sec below, p. 132). It cannot explain the greatest part 
of the material in Acts nor the manner of its presentation (chaps. 1 - 12 ; threefold 
report of the conversion of Paul in chaps. 9; 22 ; 26; etc.). It overlooks the 
fact that Acts is Luke’s second volume. 

c) In a double manner recent attempts have been made to view Acts as the 
document of an intraecclesiastical controversy, i) According to Trocme (52 ff.). 
Acts seeks to defend Pauline Christianity from Jewish contentions that the 
Pauline form of Christianity is a threat to the state and signifies an apostasy 
from primitive Christianity. But we do not know whether there still was such 
an anti-Pauline Judaizing polemic at the end of the first century in Gcntile- 
Christian regions (the reference to Alexandria after Brandon [see lit. to §7] 
is fantastic). Nor docs there appear in Acts more than one solitary echo 
( 21:20 fi.) of Jewish charges against Paul, so that such a defense is out of the 
question, ii) According to Barrett ([see lit. to §S], 62 f.) and Klein, Acts 
seeks to rescue Paul from the Gnostics, in that he is proved to be orthodox 
(Barrett), or dependent upon the primitive apostles (Klein). Against this 
view we may say, first of all, that a polemic against Gnostieijim in Acts is 
found only in 20:29 f., but there Paul in no wise must differentiate himself 
from the Gnostics. Above all, it does not prove true in any manner that in Acts 
the significance of Paul is consciously diminished in favor of the twelve apostles 
(Klein). And even if it is correct that “Luke studiously avoids gnostic thought 
and language” (Barrett), that happens altogether implicitly and without any 
direct rejection of Gnostic thought. An anti-Gnostic defense of Paul is, there¬ 
fore, certainly not the aim of the author of Acts (see Trocme, 56 f.; Haenchen, 

Meyer III 13, 676 ff.). 

If in Acts there appears no inner Christian apologetic, we still cannot fail to 
recognize the purpose of defending the Christians against the charge of hostility 
toward the state^ Placed over against the charge of the Jews: “They are all 
acting against the decrees of Caesar, saying that there is another king, Jesus” 
(17:7; cf. 17:6; 24:5) is the defense of Paul: “Neither against the law of the 
Jews, nor against the temple, nor against Caesar have I offended at all” (25:8). 
And thus Luke repeatedly shows that the Roman officials must testify to the 
complete innocence of the Christians and above all of Paul (16:39; 18:15 f.; 
19:37; 23:29; 25:25; 26:32). Luke also makes it plain that they did not hinder 
Paul from preaching during his Roman detention pending investigation 
(28:30 f.). The apologetic intent of these and related texts is even more un¬ 
deniable than the same apologetic feature observed in Luke (see above, p. 
99 ). But such apologetics would have been purposeless in respect to Chris¬ 
tians and could only have had Gentile readers in mind (so, in addition to the 
scholars named by Dupont, NTSt 1959-60, 133, e.g., C. T. Craig, The Begin- 
nings of Christianityy 1943, 321; van Unnik, 40 f.; O’Neill, 171 f., Haenchen, 
Apg., Meyer III ^3, 513 , 552, 620). We have already seen that this apology was 
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not intended to reach Paul’s judges in Rome: ‘'No Roman official would ever 
have filtered out so much of what to him would be theological and ecclesiasti¬ 
cal rubbish in order to reach so tiny a grain of relevant apology” (Barrett, 63). 
Hardly at all did the author intend to address the public (against J. Weiss). 
Rather, the author obviously hoped to reach particular Gentile readers and to 
win them for the cause of the Christians. But thereby it was not his aspiration 
to demonstrate the unity of Judaism and Christianity in order to bring Chris¬ 
tianity into the enjoyment of the political recognition granted to the Jewish 
religion (so Easton, Haenchen). Rather, the Christians are placed over against 
the Jews and are pictured, in spite of the calumnies of the Jews, as politically 
innocuous (25:7 f.) and as the true heirs of the OT revelation of God (26:6, 
22 f.; 28:28; cf. Conzelmann, ThLZ, 1960, 244 f.; O’Neill, 172 f.). 

But this apologetic purpose is, for Luke, only a secondary, though certainly 
not an unimportant, aim. The greatest part of the material of Acts, especially 
the speeches, is proclamation and has Christian readers in view. Acts doubtless, 
therefore, has a twofold purpose: It “tells about the age of the apostles in order 
to edify the Christians and to woo the Gentiles” (Haenchen, RGG; similarly, 
O’Neill). There has been much disagreement concerning what is the actual 
theme of this edifying narrative about the apostolic age (see the summary in 
van Unnik, 39 ff.). But the large number of well-grounded proposals concerning 
the purpose of the book make it questionable whether an unequivocal answer to 
this question is possible (recently, e.g., Feine-Behm, Wikenhauser: victorious 
course of the gospel to the capital of the Empire; Stagg: breakthrough of reli¬ 
gious, racial, and national limitations to the unhindered preaching of the gospel; 
Trocme, Eltester: the entire work of Luke-Acts is gospel; Ehrhardt: gospel of 
the Holy Spirit; O’Neill: the chief object is preaching of the gospel for un¬ 
believers; van Unnik: testimony for God’s own saving activity in relation to 
the world). From most of these answers it follows that the geographical organi¬ 
zation of the account in Acts in the sense of broadening of mission territory 
(see above, p. 108) includes the gradual broadening of subject matter: from 
the preaching to the Jews in Jerusalem to the final self-exclusion of the Jews 
from God’s salvation and to the unhindered proclamation before the Gentiles 
in Rome: “They will listen” (28:28-31). And Dupont (NTSt 1959-60, 139 ff.) 
has correctly pointed out that already in Lk. 24:46 f. the Risen One designates 
as the meaning of the Scriptures not only the suffering and the resurrection of 
the Christ but also preaching “to all nations, beginning from Jerusalem,” and 
that the same Risen One in Acts 1:8 has imparted to them precisely the charge: 
“You shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria and to 
the end of the earth” (cf. also Cambier, NTSt 1961-62). The theme of 1:8 is 
carried out in Acts, and the statement of 28:30 f. that Paul in Rome “welcomed 
all who came to him, preaching the kingdom of God and teaching about the 
Lord Jesus Christ /xcra irdirq^ Trappyjma^^ dKwAvTW5,” strikes a “triumphant note” 
(Nock), which corresponds exactly to the author’s goal in Acts. Acts 28:30 f. 
thus turns out to be the intended end of the book: “In fact, the two-volume 
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work, Luke-Acts, is brought to a dramatic close and epitomized in an adverb” 
(namely, cIkwAutw? Stagg, 1). 

In order to accomplish his aim of describing God’s saving activity in Christ 
which first reached its goal with the preaching to Gentiles in Rome, the author 
of Acts created a literary form which had no real prototype either in the Chris¬ 
tian or in the pagan world, and which also has found no successors of any sort 
(the apocryphal Acts of the second century arc of a completely different literary 
nature; cf. the survey by J. Michl, LThK I, 1957, 747 ff.). Scholars have called 
our attention to the claim that Acts has formal parallels with Hellenistic repre¬ 
sentations of divine men (Barrett), but these parallels concern only individual 
accounts and features, since Acts purports to offer no sort of religious biography. 
Others have been more nearly correct in pointing to the relationship which 
Acts shows in the manner of its missionary narrative with the missionary litera¬ 
ture of Hellenistic Judaism. But it is hardly his acquaintance with this literature 
which has caused the author to choose the form of a historical report for his 
work (O’Neill). This form resulted rather from the author’s bc.sic theological 
view that Jesus’ history was the beginning of tlie still continuing history of the 
church (see above, pp. 98 f.). The decisive question is, however, with which 
literary methods the author represents this history and what theological meaning 
he has stamped upon it. 

It must first of all be stated that the author found himself in a different 
position in respect to the composition of Luke than in respect to the composition 
of Acts. In the case of Luke, as is indicated by his own statement (Lk. 1:1-4) 
and confirmed by literary criticism, he had predecessors, to whose works he 
could join his to a great extent. In the case of Acts, however, he confronted a 
completely new task. For even if the author used sources of some size (we shall 
see that that is quite improbable), still none of these sources, according to the 
generally accepted view, included the entire period described by the author. In 
any case, the joining of the history of the primitive church with that of the 
Pauline Gentile mission as far as Rome was first accomplished by the author of 
Acts. But he did not strive for any kind of completeness. He would rather give 
individual pictures than a continuous narrative in a larger context. In his presen¬ 
tation he intermingles the deeds and speeches of the chief person:;. He does not 
enter into the conflicts between Paul and his opponents, which are known to us 
from the Pauline epistles. In his depiction of the activity of Peter and the devel¬ 
opment of the primitive church, and even in the history of the Pauline mis¬ 
sion, there are great gaps between the characteristic, instructive, separate narra¬ 
tives, so that open questions remain in abundance. What we learn about the 
community in Jerusalem—its community life, its worship, its relation to 
Judaism, its groups (Hebrews and Hellenists), its mission, concerning the deeds 
and fate of the apostles, etc.—is very scanty. Important events, such as the 
action of Herod Agrippa I against the Christians (12:1 ff.), or the beginning of 
Christianity in Antioch (ll:19ff.), are only touched upon. Again, for other 
subjects, such as the two similar scenes before the Sanhedrin (4:1 ff.; 5:17 ff.) 
and the story of Cornelius (10:1—11:18), there is the largest amount of space. 
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We do not learn the historically significant things about Paul. Concerning Paul’s 
chief places of working, Corinth and Ephesus, where he sojourned for years, we 
are informed only of petty individual features. On the other hand, the experi¬ 
ences of the imprisoned Paul from his arrest in Jerusalem to his hearing by 
Felix, Festus, and Agrippa, the voyage until arrival in Rome, and the discussions 
with the leaders of the Roman Jews, are told in the greatest detail. The author 
obviously omits what to him does not seem suited for the attainment of his 
literary and missionary goal, and repeats with significant variation what he 
wants to make especially impressive (cf. the twofold narration of Peter’s vision 
[10:9 ff.; 11:5 ff.] and the threefold report of Paul’s conversion [9:3 ff.; 
22:5 ff.; 26:12 ff.]). Both in the selection of the accounts and in the brevity 
or length of the accounts, his narrative is dependent not only upon the tradition 
which is available, but at least as much upon his purpose. 

This purpose, however, appears above all in the sections whose shaping by 
the author is most certain: the summary accounts and the speeches. 

Already in Luke, the author took over the literary device of the summary 
accounts from Mark (Lk. 4:40 f.; 6:17 ff.). If we disregard particular, gen¬ 
eralized sentences such as 9:31 and 16:5, then we see that in Acts the author 
used summary accounts only in connection with his representation of the primi¬ 
tive church (2:42 flF.; 4:32 ff.; 5:12 ff.). These three comprehensive, parallel 
descriptions of the life of public worship, the renunciation of property, and the 
miraculous deeds of the apostles, are strikingly repetitious. Since these summaries 
furnish us with no clear reconstruction of events, it has been postulated in 
various ways that these summary accounts were secondarily expanded (J. Jere- 
mias: During the final redaction of Acts, a shorter summary account was en¬ 
larged each time by utilization of the other summary accounts; Benoit: An 
unknown reviser expanded all three accounts at their center on the basis of 
the other summary accounts; Zimmermann: The author of Acts enriched and 
idealized the separate accounts handed down to him). But none of these hypo¬ 
theses is convincing, for nothing points either to the taking over and revision of 
separate accounts or to an unknown reviser. Rather, the summary accounts 
originate as a whole from the author of Acts. This fact explains the linguistic 
relationship of these texts. They follow the purpose of generalizing, starting 
from transmitted separate accounts, which explains the slight logical construc¬ 
tion of these texts (see Flaenchen, Apg,, Meyer III to 2:42 ff.; Conzelmann, 
ThLZ 1960, 245). If that proves right, then these summary accounts may use 
transmitted separate accounts. But primarily they attest the author’s conception 
of the primitive community as the ideal community, which leads its life of 
prayer and table fellowship with complete unity and common property, respected 
by everyone, and esteemed for the sake of its miraculous deeds. This conception 
was not the result of conscious idealization, but it is the picture of the primitive 
Christian period, as it was seen at the time of the author. 

Tlie question about the origin of the speeches in Acts is basically more difficult 
to answer (for the history of criticism, cf. Wilckens, Mhsionsreden, 7 ff.; 
Crasser, ThRdsch 1961, 133 ff.). According to Flaenchen’s calculations, the 
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speeches constitute ”300 of the approximately 1,000 verses of the book” (Apg., 
Meyer III 93). Tlieir significance in the mind of the author :is indicated by 
the fact that speeches are found at all decisive turning points, and the facts 
which, according to the author’s opinion, are important facts are more than 
once recited in speeches. This interest of the author in speeches does not by 
itself show that he had no kind of sources or reliable reports available when he 
formulated the speeches. Since Stephen’s speech (Acts 7), the missionary ser¬ 
mons of Peter (2:14 ff.; 3:12 ff.; 4:9 ff.; 5:30 ff.; 10:34 ff.) and of Paul (13: 
16 ff.) before Jews, the speeches of Paul before Gentiles (14:15 ff.; 17:22 If.) 
and Christians (20:18 ff.), the speeches of defense (22:1 ff.; 26:2 ff.), and the 
aggressive speech (28:25 ff.) of Paul represent completely different types of 
speeches, it has been concluded that the speeches in Acts mediate to us basically 
correct information about what was said in the particular situations (cf., e.g., 
Feine-Behm, Bruce, Williams). Those who are of the opinion that it is not pos¬ 
sible to go so far have followed Dibelius {From Traditiofi to Gospel [see lit. to 
§5], 15 ff.) and C. H. Dodd (The Apostolic breaching and Its Developmentsy 
1936, 29 ff.). In the missionary sermons in Acts 2-13 these scholars see the 
utilization of the kerygmatic formulations of the primitive community (most 
recently Smalley). In Stephen’s speech, especially 7:44 ff., they infer the views 
of Stephen and of the Hellenists (e.g., M. Simon, St. Stephen and the Hellenists 
in the Primitive Churchy 1958), and in the Areopagus speech (17:22 ff.) they 
discover Paul’s theology of missions (see below, p. 130). 

But several general observations call this view into question. Schweizer and 
Wilckens have demonstrated that, in spite of the different situations involved, 
the same pattern lies at the basis of the missionary speeches of both Peter and 
Paul in Acts. This consideration points to the molding hand of the same writer. 
Further, Townsend has shown that the speeches of Acts turn out to be the 
creations of the author, which are dependent upon one another: The reader docs 
not notice gaps in the course of argument of the speeches because he uncon¬ 
sciously expands them out of other speeches in the same book (thus the con¬ 
nection of the quotation from Ps. 13:35 to David, which is j)resupposed in 
13:36, is not understandable in this context, but it is understandable for those 
who already know the train of thought in 2:15 ff.). And finally Evans has 
called attention to another consideration: Quite in contrast to the transmission 
of the tradition about Jesus, no ”Sitz im Lcben” can be recognized for the 
repetition and preservation of the apostolic discourses up to the late apostolic 
period. ”Onc does not remember the argument of a speech twenty, thirty, or 
forty years afterward unless it has been constantly repeated in the meanwhile. 
But why should it be repeated?” (Evans, 28). When these speeches were 
delivered no one thought of preserving apostolic speeches for future times. 
Still less stenographic notes were taken (in spite of Bruce), and the idea 
that Paul probably had his speeches in manuscript (Blaiklock) i;: an audacious 
proposition. 

Of more importance in this connection are two fundamental 5 tatements: a) 
Dibelius has shown in his essay, ”The Speeches in Acts and Ancient Historiog- 
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raphy*’ (1949, see Shidies, 138 ff.), that the author followed the literary custom 
of ancient historical writers who at the turning points of the narrative put 
speeches into the mouths of the participating persons to indicate to the reader 
the meaning of the events (cf. already H. J. Cadbury, "Tlie Speeches in Acts,” 
Beginnings I, 5, 402 ff.). An exact analysis of all the longer speeches shows that 
they are primarily intended for the readers, and, therefore, only to a limited 
degree take into consideration the special situation of the hearers at the scene 
in question (cf. e.g., the designation of the Christians as “the saints” [26:10], 
the reference to the collection [24:17], the enumeration of the nations [2:9 ff.], 
the historical midrash [7:2 ff.]). The repetition of certain facts and thoughts 
in several speeches, the literary device of interrupting the speeches at an effective 
place in the train of thought (7:53 f.; 17:31 f.; 19:27 f.; 23:6 f.; 26:23 f.), 
and the Hellenistic coloring of the Areopagus speech and the speech before 
Agrippa II (optative [17:27; 26:29], secular quotations [17:28; 26:14]), re¬ 
veal the shaping activity of the writer in formulating the speeches. Therefore, 
the speeches of Acts originate with the author, even if in one or the other 
instance he has worked up reports or units of tradition. Dibelius, however, cor¬ 
rectly emphasized that the author of Acts does not express his personal opinions 
in the speeches, but he wants to preach: 

He has found a new method of presenting material which has not yet been dealt with 
in literature; in doing so he has made new use of the traditional art of composing 
speeches, an art which had already been employed in many different ways. He used 
this device not only to illuminate the situation but also to make clear the ways of 
God; he did not desire to testify to the capabilities either of the speaker or of the author, 
but to proclaim the gospel (Martin Dibelius. Studies in the Acts of the Apostles. Edited 
by Heinrich Greeven. Tr. Mary Ling, 1956, p. 183). 

b) Wilckens, through his investigation of the missionary speeches of Acts, 
has confirmed and continued Dibelius’ results. Wilckens points out that the 
missionary speeches in Acts 2-13 indeed exhibit a common pattern (cf. also 
Schweizer). But he also shows that the traditional character and, therefore, the 
great age of these patterns cannot be proved. He further demonstrates that 
these speeches as a whole were not inserted secondarily into the connected narra¬ 
tive, but were formed by the author together with the connected narrative. 
From that it follows that “the apostolic speeches of Acts . . . are to be evaluated, 
not as witnesses of early or even the earliest primitive Christian theology, but 
of the Lukan theology at the end of the first century” (p. 186). When Wilckens 
seeks to establish in addition that the particular material of these speeches is not 
based upon early tradition but is derived from the theology of the author’s time, 
then various objections can be raised, especially if one keeps his eye upon the 
other speeches of Acts (e.g., Stephen’s speech [7:1 ff.] is not understandable 
without the hypothesis of a tradition, even if it is uncertain whether this tradi¬ 
tion goes back to the primitive community; likewise, the 7rat9-title for Jesus 
is not the result of a Lukan scriptural exegesis). But that the speeches of Acts 
are the decisive literary means by which the author of Acts stamps his theological 
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interpretation upon the traditional narrative which he took over may be regarded 
as indisputable. 

We may now ask whether the author of Acts, by means of his fashioning 
of the narratives and by means of his selection of the material reported by him, 
has not expressed his theological views. The answer to this quest.on is especially 
difficult, for, in contrast to Luke, there is preserved none of the sources or tradi¬ 
tions which the author probably used. Only occasionally can a comparison be 
made with the Pauline epistles. Since the author was not acquainted with the 
Pauline epistles (see below, pp. 132 f.), we can in no case know whether the 
author was cognizant at all of a fact known to us from Paul, if he does not report 
it. Hence, conclusions based upon the lack of certain facts in the report of Acts 
are very problematic. For example, Barrett’s view (pp. 60 f.) that the author 
consdotisly passed over in silence the opposition of the primitive church against 
the Gentile mission, which may be inferred from Paul, because only in this 
way could he visibly connect the Gentile mission with Jesus, is very questionable. 
And as necessary as it is to the understanding of the theological meaning of 
the reports to attempt to discover the motives which control the composition 
of the individual narratives (cf. above all Haenchen’s commentary), so it is 
dangerous also here to attempt to know these motives too jjrecisely. Thus 
Haenchen has hardly interpreted correctly the origin and the Lukan meaning 
of the report about the attempted worship of Barnabas and Paul in Lystra (14: 
11 ff.), when he assumes that in this narrative the author wanted to create **a 
high point in the development of apostolic power,” which is supposed to out¬ 
shine the following passion of Paul (14:19 f.). And the proposition that the 
author named Paul and Barnabas as apostles in 14:4, 14, contrary to his usual 
linguistic usage, in order to conceal the fact from the reader that otherwise he 
denies to Paul the title of apostle (Klein, Zwdlf Apostel, 212), ascribes to the 
author of Acts without any grounds a refined duplicity with the readers. There¬ 
fore, in order to establish with methodical certainty the theological conceptions 
of the author of Acts which control his account, we must restrict ourselves to 
the summary accounts and the speeches. 

We have already seen in connection with the question about theological mo¬ 
tives governing the Gospel of Luke that it interpreted the history of Jesus as 
the beginning of salvation history, which moves forward via the present until 
the end of the times (see above, p. 98). Naturally, this conception likewise 
governs Acts. Correspondingly, it has also been assumed for Acts that its salva¬ 
tion-history conception results from the nonarrival of the parousia: **The im¬ 
minent expectation has vanished, the parousia which did not take place is no 
more a problem, . . . the time between Pentecost and parousia is the time of the 
Spirit and of the progressive evangelization of the world, therefore increasing 
salvation history” (Vielhauer, EvTh 1950-51, 13; similarly, the scholars cited 
above, p. 100, and R. Bultmann, Theology of the NT [Tr. Kendrick Grobel, 
1951-55], II, 116 ff.). The existence of Acts itself has been cited as evidence 
for the correctness of this hypothesis. Moreover, there is the fundamental rejec¬ 
tion of the question about the time of the parousia (1:7); the substitution of 
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the command for world mission for the imminent expectation of the parousia 
(1:8); thinking in terms of long periods of time (26:29); and the conception 
of the Holy Spirit as substitute for the coming of the kingdom of God (1:8) 
(cf. the summary in Crasser, Das Vroblem [see lit. to $8], 204 flf.). It certainly 
is true for Acts, too, that the imminent expectation does not stand in the center 
of things, but we must also affirm that for the author of Acts eschatology is 
more than a mere locus de novissivih (dogmatic pattern of last things) (Viel- 
hauer, 12). That comes to light already in the fact that Acts 2:17, in the 
quotation from Joel 3:1, instead of /cat ecrrai /xera ravra (thus according to the 
Hebrew text and LXX and also the NT MSS B’ 076), offers the form /cat carat 
iv Tals eVxdrat? (so N A 096, 81; D Tert. Iren.; also 096 and 81 are 

witnesses; therefore it is not a matter of a specifically ''Western” 
reading!). This change of the OT text makes it clear that the gift of the Spirit 
signifies for the author the beginning of the eschatological time of salvation 
(the approval of the reading from B 076, which agrees with the LXX, by Ropes, 
ad loc.y and Haenchen, ad loc., and ZThK 1954, 162 is methodologically un¬ 
tenable; see F. Mussner, "In den letzten Tagen” (Apg. 2:17c?), BZ, N. F. 5, 
1961, 263 ff.). If this early speech in Acts thus shows the eschatological sig¬ 
nificance of the present, there is found in the next speech (3:19-21) an even 
clearer reference to the parousia: "Repent therefore . . . that times of refresh¬ 
ing may come from the . . . Lord, and that he may send the Christ appointed 
for you, Jesus, whom heaven must receive until the time for establishing all 
that God spoke by the mouth of his holy prophets from of old.” It is, then, 
completely unfounded to interpret the speech of the taking up of Jesus into 
heaven (1:7-8) as an expression of the delay of the parousia (Bultmann, 
Haenchen, Grasser). It also does not prove correct that the eschatological con¬ 
ception in 3:20 f. interrupts an otherwise good train of thought. It is, therefore, 
improbable that an eschatological Elijah speculation was taken over from the 
circles of the Baptist, transferred to Jesus, and by means of the following scrip¬ 
tural proof (3:22 ff.) for the past appearance of Jesus was made ineffective 
(Bauernfeind, Schweizer, Wilckens). For the Jewish expectation of the restora¬ 
tion of all things at the end of days, which in Mai. 3 is connected to Elijah, is 
also used and reinterpreted in Acts 1:6 ff.; 15:16 f. (cf. F. Mussner, "Die Idee 
der Apokatastasis in der Apg.,” Lex tna veritas, Festschr. H. Jlinker, 1961, 
293 ff.), and thus it becomes evident that the author saw as well the eschatalogi- 
cal consummation fulfilled in the present, beginning with the sending and 
exaltation of Jesus, as he expected its final fulfillment by the parousia of Jesus. 
This insight is confirmed by the connection which is established in 1:11 be¬ 
tween Ascension and parousia; through the reference to the sovereign appear¬ 
ance of the Risen One as world judge in the central places of 10:42 and 17:31; 
and through the statement that "through many tribulations we must enter the 
kingdom of God” (14:22; the denial of the eschatological sense of this connec¬ 
tion of OXlipLs and pamXda tov Oeov [Conzelmann, Haenchen] rests upon a 
circnlus vitiosns; cf. in addition to the commentaries, Cadbury, Dodd-Festschr., 
311, and R. Schnackenburg, Gottes Herrsebaft und Keich, 1959, 183 f.). It 
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is correct, then, that the concept of the Pamkela is **no longer the center of 
proclamation*’ (Schnackenburg, loc, cit,; Acts 1:3; 8:12; 19:8; 20:25; 28:23, 
31, especially 24:25, do not permit the precise meaning of '^preaching the 
kingdom of God” or the **future judgment” to be recognized). It is also true 
that the imminent expectation is not to be found expressis verbis. But just as 
clearly Acts reports about the proclamation of Jesus Christ spreading to Rome, 
always conscious of the approaching end and of the expectation of the parousia 
and of the breaking in of the kingdom of God, an expectation which remains 
alive through faith in the Risen One who was exalted for this purpose (cf. 
Cadbury, Dodd-Festschr., van Unnik, 45 f.). And also the existence of Acts 
itself does not speak against this statement, because this report is not at all 
intended to be a historical writing for later generations, but proclamation and 
propaganda for the present in connection with the Gospel of Luke and for the 
confirmation of it. 

Therefore, it hardly proves ti*ue that Luke describes as his real theme the 
period of the church as the middle of time, and thus is the first representative 
of the developing primitive Catholicism [Friihkatholizismus] (so Kasemann, 
ZThK, 1957, 20 = Essays on Netu Testament Themes, 1964, 89 ff.; Acts is 
also designated as ‘^primitive catholic” by Vielhauer, 15; Klein, ZKG, 1957, 
371; O’Neill, Theology [see lit. to §8], 168). Whether Acts can be associated 
with ‘‘primitive Catholicism” is very questionable, because firmly established 
ecclesiastical officials, apostolic succession, sacramental priesthood, in short, the 
church as an institution dispensing salvation, are still completely lacking (cf. 
Michaelis, EinL, 141, and supplement, 21 f.; Barrett [see lit. to §8], 70 ff.; 
Conzelmann, Theology of St. Luke [see lit. to $8], 211, note 1 and ThLZ 1962, 
75 5; Haenchen, Apg., Meyer III 46, 84, 678 [otherwise 202]; Eltester, 7 f.). 
In Acts as in Luke there are found typical conceptions of the late period of 
primitive Christianity (Ascension in addition to Resurrection, meal of the 
Risen One, punitive miracles, magical healings, mediation of the Spirit through 
laying on of the hands of the apostles [ 1:9 ff.; 1:4; 10:41; 5:1 ff.; 13:9 ff.; 5:15; 
19:11 f.; 8:7; 19:6, and frequently]). Yet for the author of Acts, too, the 
time of the church is not the middle of time (so also Luck [see fit. to §S], 66), 
but the present of the church is the time of the end, which has been proclaimed 
since the beginning of the coming kingdom of God in Jesus and which has been 
present in the Spirit since Pentecost. Upon the consummation of the kingdom 
through the appearance of the Christ now tarrying in heaven, the faithful wait, 
no longer ardently, but nonetheless certainly. Thus we can by all means say 
that the theological problem for the author to solve was ‘‘the problem of the 
historical time of Christianity, which meanwhile had been effective everywhere, 
and which, therefore, had plainly become evident” (Wilckens, MissionsredeiJ, 
200). But it by no means proves true that for the author of Acts salvation 
was present in the past history of Jesus, whereas Christian faith is directed 
backward to the past life of Jesus and “participation in salvation in the Chris¬ 
tian present ... [is understood] consistently as a historically mediated partici¬ 
pation in a definite past” (Wilckens, ibid., 202, 205 ff.). For thereby it is com- 


123 


§ 9 . The Acts of the Apostles 

pletely overlooked that the author not only has the Risen One intervene directly 
again and again in the spread of the gospel (9:4 ff.; 18:9 f.; 22:18 ff.; 23:11), 
but also knows that the experience of the Spirit who was bestowed by Christ 
upon the Christians at Pentecost as the power of the time of the end (1:8; 
2:3 f., 33) is often bestowed upon the faithful (2:38; 5:32; 10:44 ff.; 15:8 f.) 
and also shows itself to be evident in the life of the Christian congregations 
(4:8, 31; 6:3; 7:55; 9:31; 11:24, 28; 13:4, 9; 15:28; 20:28; cf. E. Schweizer, 
ThWB VI, 1959, 401 ff.). From faith in the presence of the Spirit bestowed by 
the exalted Lord, the author of Acts forms the history of the eschatological 
salvation which is spreading in the preaching, and intends thus to make ready 
for the expected coming of the promised Christ. If the author is the theologian 
of salvation history which began with Christ, he, with his hope in the con¬ 
summation begun in Christ, still stands in the framework of the primitive 
Christian view of history, even though he has taken theologically seriously the 
historical reality of the Christendom of his time by including in his narrative 
**of the things which have been accomplished among us” (Lk. 1:1) the Christ 
who continues to work in the spread of the gospel. 

But where did he obtain the information for this report, and in what time 
did he write? 


4. The Sources and the Author of Acts 

That the author of Acts in the composition of his work used written sources 
has been conjectured primarily upon the basis of a ‘Ve” which appears in the 
account only now and then, but the use of written sources has also been inferred 
from the prologue of Luke, according to which the author was not among 
those “who from the beginning were eyewitnesses” (for the history of research 
see, above all, Dupont, Sources). At the outset three hypotheses can be rejected, 
a) At the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries 
scholars accepted in the most varied ways either a thorough revision of an 
original writing by a redactor (finally Loisy), or the composition of Acts from 
several sources (finally Shepherd: a Petrine source, an Antiochene source, Acts 
of Paul; Maegregor: 3 sources for chaps. 1-15), but none of these theories has 
succeeded, b) Just as little convincing evidence can be adduced for the hypo¬ 
thesis that a special source used in Lk. 24 continues in Acts 1:15 ff. (Hirsch), 
or that a source beginning in Acts 3 originally was connected via the “bridge” 
of Acts 1:13 f. with Mk. 16:8 (Haefner). c) The hypothesis advocated by 
Torrey that the author of Acts 15:36 ff. placed before his report his translation 
of an Aramaic source which he took over (Acts l:lZ?-15:35), and Sahlin’s 
similar hypothesis that Acts 1:6-15:3 5 is the ending of an Aramaic “Proto- 
Luke, which the author of Acts translated and expanded, run aground on the 
composite character of Acts 1-15, but chiefly on the fact that several OT quota¬ 
tions were useful in the context only in the wording of the LXX (e.g., 2:17 ff.; 
15:17), and that in this section extensive LXX language is found (cf. Sparks, 
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Argylc, Townsend; further, W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch 1942, 168., note 1; 1950, 
17 f., and Dupont, Sources, 29 ff.). 

On the other hand, three source theories have found numerous supporters 
until the present, a) Harnack found in Acts 2—5 two parallel sources, of which 
the one (3:1-5:16) is the beginning of the Jerusalem-Caesarean account (8:5- 
40; 9:31-11:18; 12:1-23) and is historically valuable, whereas the other (2:1- 
47 and 5:17-42) represents a worthless doublet (the remainder of the account 
to 15:35 [i.e., 6:l-8:4, 11:19-30; 12:25-15:35] Harnack ascribed to an 
**Antiochene” source; see under b). This division of Acts 2-5 into two sources 
was modified in various ways (cf. W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch 1942, 168 f., and 
Dupont, Sotirces, 37 ff.). Reicke and Trocme have offered new forms of this 
theory. According to Reicke, 2:42—4:31 and 4:32—5:42 are two sources from the 
primitive church, placed next to each other; they are parallel even in details. 
Trocme sees a written account used in 3:1—5:42, which the author of Acts ex¬ 
panded with speeches, summary accounts, and the separate account, 5:1-11. 
Against Reicke’s construction speak not only its artificiality bu': also Jeremias 
proof that the two trial reports (4:1 ff.; 5:17 ff.) are by no means parallels, 
but describe materially different proceedings. Moreover, the summary accounts 
in 2:42 ff. and 4:32 iff. stem from the same author. And against Trocme we 
may say that the report which he assumes lies at the basis of ^Vets 3—5 in no 
wise is differentiated linguistically from the alleged additions of the author. 
Furthermore, we cannot conceive of a *‘Sitz im Leben” in the primitive com¬ 
munity for a pure trial account which has been divested of all kerygmatic 
components. 

b) The hypothesis of an Antiochene source in Acts 6-15 is e.ssentially better 
grounded. Harnack based his thesis of an Antiochene source upon the argu¬ 
ment of unity in respect to content. Jeremias established this thesis anew upon 
the contention that in the account in Acts 6:1-15:35 the sections 8:5-40; 9:31- 
11:18; 12:1-24; 15:1-33 turn out to be interpolations in a connected account, 
and that this mission-history which lies at the basis of the account can also be 
observed up to the end of Acts (for criticism see W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch 
1942, 170). In 1959, independently of each other, Bultmann and Benoit took 
up this hypothesis. According to Bultmann, there lies at the basis of Acts an 
Antiochene source originally written in **we-style,” and recognizable in 6:1- 
I2a; 7:54-8:4; 11:19-26; 12:25. In addition, there is a travel account composed 
in "we-style” and beginning in 11:28 (where the **we” is original) and 13:2 
(where the **we** has been changed by the author into the third person). More¬ 
over, the author*s interpolations also show that he took up written sources (in 
15:1-35, Paul and Barnabas are inserted; 2:14-21, 24-31, 33-35, e.g., are also 
such interpolations). Benoit postulates an Antiochene account which originally 
connected 11:27-30 with 15:3 ff., but the narrative was interrupted by the 
insertion of a Palestinian tradition (12:1-23) and a Pauline tradition (chaps. 

12:25 and 15:1, 2 are then redactional! It follows that Paul’s Jeru¬ 
salem journey of 11:27 ff. is identical with the journey of 15:3 ff., and that in 
the source thus recognized there are agreements with the account in Galatians. 
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But Bultmann’s hypothesis of an original in 11:28 and 13:2 is untenable. 
Already in 1899 Harnack demonstrated the secondary character of the ”we” 
in 11:28 (see A. v. Harnack, ^tudien zur Geschichte des NT und der Alien 
Kirche, I, AKG 19, 1931, 33 ff.). In 13:2 XurovpyovvTOiv cannot have the com¬ 
munity for a subject (see Dupont, Sources, 66, note 1). As for the disturbance 
of an original literary connection, e.g., between 6:12a and 7:54, or 11:26 and 
12:25, there is as little evidence as for the change from the first to the third 
person plural in the alleged Antiochene source in chaps. 6-12. Also the proof 
of interpolations in Peter’s speech (2:14 ff.) and in the account in 15:1 ff. 
has hardly succeeded (for ch. 15., cf. Haenchen, Jeremias-Festschr.). Benoit’s 
reconstruction of the sources is untenable also, for 11:27-30 cannot have origi¬ 
nated from a source, but represents the author’s combination (see M. Dibelius, 
^ocheiischrijt fiir klassische Pbilologie 36, 1919, 5 ff., and the convincing 
proof from Strecker). Benoit’s theory also cannot make understandable why the 
author, by means of the redactional links (12:25; 15:1, 2) in connection with 
the interpolation of chaps. 12 and 13 f., should have created an additional 
Pauline journey to Jerusalem contrary to his basic source. Hence the supposition 
of an Antiochene source is improbable. 

c) The hypothesis which has attracted to itself the most supporters is the 
one which holds that the author used a written source in the second half of his 
book. In any case, to this source are supposed to belong the texts which narrate 
in the first person plural, the so-called "we-sections”: 16:10-17 (journey from 
Troas to Philippi); 20:5-15 (journey from Philippi to Miletus); 21:1-18 
(journey from Miletus to Jerusalem); 27:1-28:16 (journey from Caesarea to 
Rome). From time to time these we-sections begin altogether unexpectedly 
and end just as abruptly. Each section reports exclusively about journeys at 
sea, and has its beginning and ending on land. The *Ve” usually indicates 
Paul and his companions, including the reporter. But in 16:17 and 21:18, 
before the transition to the third person, Paul is distinguished from the r/fieh 
(28:16 can be understood likewise; see Cadbury, NTSt 1956-57, 129). Since 
antiquity the view has been repeatedly advocated that the author wanted to 
indicate with this "we” that in the sections thus characterized he was a personal 
participant; therefore, the "we” is simply a redactional, stylistic device of the 
author. Yet the author nowhere indicates that directly, and this supposition 
became problematic the moment scholars began to entertain doubts that Acts 
could have originated from a travel companion of Paul. Thus, since the begin- 
ning of the nineteenth century the hypothesis has been advocated in various 
forms that a we-source was taken up by the author of Acts. As a rule, and in 
conformity with the tradition of the early church, Luke was assumed to be the 
author of the we-source, but other companions of Paul were also proposed (see the 
summary in Dupont, Sources, 77, note 2). On the other hand, those scholars who 
were of the opinion that they were able to retain the traditional hypothesis of 
the composition of Acts as well as of Luke by Luke the physician (sec above, p. 
103-4), very often gave the hypothesis of a we-source a new twist whereby Luke 
in these sections took up his own records (so recently, e.g., Meinertz, Michaelis, 
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Wikenhauser, McNcile-Williams, Henshaw, Feinc-Behm, Cerfaux in Robert- 
Feuillet, Maegregor, Blaiklock, W. L. Knox, Dupont). Most of these investiga¬ 
tors point to the fact that the accounts in the first person plural are quite 
fragmentary and cannot be distinguished stylistically from the surrounding ac¬ 
counts in the third person. Hence they raise the question as to whether to 
these reports stemming from the author of Acts could not also have belonged 
additional accounts not originally narrated in we-form. With this consideration 
coincides the hypothesis first established by Dibelius, following Norden, that at 
the basis of his account in chaps. 13-21 the author of Acts placed an ‘^itinerary,” 
to which the we-sections also belonged. As evidence, Dibelius noted the 
references to sundry stations about which nothing at all is reported (e.g., 14:24- 
26; 17:1; 20:13-15), and that more than once the insertion of speeches and 
separate accounts into a travel report can be recognized by unevennesses of 
the account (cf. the double mention of Derbe in 14:6, 2^b). Dibelius assumed 
that the “we” did not stand in the travel journal kept by one of Paul’s com¬ 
panions, but that Luke the physician as the author of Acts took up this travel 
journal and indicated by means of the ‘*we” where he personally participated. 
Dibelius’ thesis as a whole has hardly been accepted. Trocme modified it so that 
a diary was kept by several companions of Paul, but by Luke, the author of 
Acts, only where the **we” is encountered. Nock prefers to s])cak of several 
diaries. On the other hand, a series of scholars, following Dibelius’ hypothesis of 
an itinerary, have not identified the author of the itinerary (Luke?) with the 
author of Acts (Beyer, Haenchen, ZThK 195 5, 220 ff., and Apg, Meyer III 
1956; Crasser, ThRdsch 1960, 126 f.; Klein, ZKG 1957, 365 f.; 1962, 3 59 f.). 
Recently the hypothesis of an itinerary also has met with energetic opposition. 
Ehrhardt (78, note 3) regards the existence of such a document as impossible, 
because papyrus was too expensive; Paul could not have carried such a list 
around with him, and no parallels to it exist. Schille regards th; proof for the 
use of an itinerary by the author of Acts as altogether unconvincing, and the 
knowledge of such an eyewitness account by the author as impossible, since the 
author has a completely false picture of Paul’s missionary activity. Also, in 
view of Paul’s imminent expectation, the keeping of a diary is unthinkable. 
And Haenchen {Apg., Meyer III ^3, 1961, and ZThK 1961) ha; now given up 
the hypothesis of an itinerary and discusses fancifully the possibilities through 
which the author of Acts could have obtained his information: visits to 
churches, making inquiries, the diary of one of the men who accompanied Paul 
from Philippi on the last journey to Jerusalem. 

The question of the sources lying at the basis of Acts 13-28 is, therefore, 
completely open. It cannot, however, be separated from the question of author¬ 
ship (in spite of Dupont’s protestations. Sources, 161). For it follows from 
the investigation of the we-sections that they are very fragmentary and cannot 
be distinguished stylistically from the surrounding sections. Whether the author 
speaks in these we-sections can be established in a literary wa>- only if it can 
be shown that the reader can perceive the meaning of the *'we” (to which he 
is not referred in the context) because he was prepared for it in the prologue. 
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Otherwise, the only possible way to decide the correctness of the supposition 
that in the "we” the author wishes to make perceptible his participation in 
events is through discussion of the problem of authorship. 

As a matter of fact, recently Cadbury (NTSt 1956-57) and Dupont 
(So7crccs, 99 ff.; cf. also Nock, 502 f.; Trocme, 126 f.) have sought to demon¬ 
strate that the prologue (Lk. 1:1-4) does prepare for the "we” in Acts 16 ff. 
Whereas the author with ot air* avTOTTTai (1:2) refers to the men who could 
witness to Jesus* activity from its beginning, a fact not true for him, he says 
of himself in 1:3: I, for my part, since I have accurately [soigneusement; 
sorgfaltig] participated in all events for some time past, decided to write an 
orderly account for you, most excellent Tlieophilus.*’ This translation (Dupont) 
is based upon the contention that TrapaKoXovOew never means "to investigate 
something,** but always "to participate in something,** and that avw^cr (1:3) 
means "for some time past,** in contrast to dir dpxrj<: (1:2) = "from the be¬ 
ginning.** The author of the double work, Luke-Acts, explains here, therefore, 
that he personally participated in a part of the events he reports, and thus points 
beforehand to the we * in Acts 16 ff. This translation of Lk. 1:3 is, however, 
doubtless incorrect (cf. Haenchen, ZThK 1961, 362 flF.; idem, ThLZ 87, 1962, 
43). Against this view is, first of all, the fact that irdaiv dKpt^ws is a qualification 
of iraprjKoXovdifjKOTL: One cannot participate in events "accurately** [sorgfaltig], 
and if the "we** reaches back to this TraprjKoXovOrjKOTt in the sense of "partici¬ 
pate,** the author of Acts by no means participated in "all events.*’ Furthermore, 
in Acts 26:4 f. the author places dir* dp^rj^ and dvwScv in the same way next to 
each other, without making any distinction in meaning (see Haenchen), and 
the reader cannot recognize at all any change in meaning from 1:2 to 1:3, since 
the meaning, "from the beginning,** is quite familiar for dviDOev (Philo, viia 
Mos/s II, 48: the author of the book of Moses ypx^^f-oXoyrjcTev dvioOev dTro 

T7;s TOV Trarros y£i/co-ew9, i.e., "he narrated all things from the beginning”). But 
above all irapaKoXovOio) can by all means mean "to investigate a thing*’ (see 
Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, Lexicon, 624, and the examples cited there from De¬ 
mosthenes; thus the veins Latina also understood it: "having investigated all 
things accurately from the beginning” ["adsecuto a principio omnibus diligen- 
ter”]), and in connection with dvoiOev irdinv dHpifSoj^; no reader could give to 
the word another meaning. Lk. 1:3 is, therefore, to be translated: "I, since I 
from the beginning investigated all things accurately, decided. . . .” Thus there 
is no reference to a participation by the author of Luke-Acts in a part of the 
events nor any preparation for the "we” in Acts 16 ff. 

This "we,” therefore, remains unexplained for the reader, and whether the 
author of Acts wished to refer, or could have referred, to his participation in a 
part of Paul s journeys, can be settled only by an answer to the question whether 
Acts could actually have been written by a companion of Paul. Since Vielhauer 
sought to show that "the author of Acts is pre-Pauline in his Christology, and 
post-Pauline in his natural theology, conception of the Law, and eschatology,” 
and, therefore, he finds himself at an "obvious factual distance from Paul” 
(p. 15), the question of the relation of the theology of Acts to that of Paul 
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has been much discussed. But as important as this question is in this connection, 
it must be broadened through the other question: How is the rej^ort of Acts to 
be related to what we can infer from the Pauline epistles about the activity of 
Paul? These questions cannot be discussed fully here, but for the purpose of 
deciding the question about the author of Acts reference to a fe^vr essential facts 
will suffice. 

a) Let us commence with the report of Paul’s activity. ^C'e have already 
referred (p. 125) to the conclusion that the account of Paul’s second journey 
to Jerusalem (Acts 11:27 ff.) originated as a combination of the author of Acts, 
and that, therefore. Acts is wrong in depicting Paul as having been in Jerusalem 
twice before the “apostolic council” (Acts 15 = Gal. 2). In Gal. 2:1, however, 
Paul places the greatest importance on his claim that his journey to the apostolic 
council was only his second journey to Jerusalem. 

b) According to the account of Acts 10:1-11:18, Peter, through his preach¬ 
ing, effected the first conversion of a Gentile, and through his report in Jerusalem 
obtained the approval of the “apostles and the brethren” there for table fellow¬ 
ship with these Gentiles called by God. And when Paul is indicted in Jerusalem 
because of his law-free Gentile mission, Peter and James, according to 15:7 ff., 
tend to the defense of the Gentile mission. But Paul reports in Gal. 2:1 ff. that 
he had to defend his Gentile mission before the 8 oko5i/tc 9, and that he finally 
worked out an agreement with the “pillars,” James, Peter, and John, whereby 
the work was divided into a mission to the Gentiles and a mission to the circum¬ 
cised. 

c) From the report about the apostolic council in Acts 15 this settlement con¬ 
cerning the division of the mission is missing. Instead of this settlement, 15:22 ff. 
tells that the assembly in Jerusalem, with the participation of Paul and Barnabas, 
decided to make an injunction for the Gentile Christians in Antioch, Syria, and 
Cilicia, to the effect that they should “abstain from what has been sacrificed 
to idols and from blood and from what is strangled and from unchastity.” In 
Gal. 2 Paul says nothing of this so-called apostolic decree; indeed, he clearly 
excludes it through ouSev irpocraviOevTo (2:6). Moreover, in his discussion in I 
Cor. 8-10 of the right of Christians to eat meat sacrificed to idols, Paul shows 
no knowledge at all of these regulations. Attempts have, of course, been made 
to elude this clear state of affairs. Some scholars have emphasized that the 
regulation was intended only for the special problems of the churches in Antioch, 
Syria, and Cilicia, so that Paul did not need to mention the decree to the Co¬ 
rinthians (e.g., Hopfl-Gut). Others contend that the nonricualistic form of 
the apostolic decree found in the “Western” text (without kjI TrvLKriov) is the 
primitive text of Acts 15:20, 29; 21:25. This moral regulation concerning 
abstinence from idolatry, murder, and unchastity, was no “injunction” which 
Paul was obliged to mention to the Corinthians (so Feine-Behm). But even if 
it were certain that the formulation of the letter (15:22 ff.) and the address was 
taken over verbatim by the author (which is most questionable), there can be 
no doubt that the regulation proposed in 15:19-21 and transmitted in 15:28 f. 
has in mind Gentile Christians in general. And it can be clearly demonstrated 


§ 9 . The Acts of the Apostles 


129 


that as a starting point for the complicated textual development of the clauses 
of the apostolic decree only the fourfold ritualistic form can be accepted (see 
W. G. Kiimmel, Aposteldekret, see above, p. 107; Williams, Alterations [see be¬ 
low, p. 359], 72 ff.). The apostolic decree, in the form reported in Acts, cannot 
have been adopted at the apostolic council, with the participation of Paul, irre¬ 
spective of how its origin is to be explained historically (cf. the surveys in 
W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch, N.F. 17, 1948, 32 ff.; 18, 1950, 28; Haenchen, Apg,, 
Meyer III ^3, 410 ff.). 

Tliere can be no doubt, then, that in the above-mentioned three basic points 
of the report about Paul’s activity the author of Acts has such an erroneous 
acquaintanceship with the historical facts that he could hardly have been a 
companion of Paul on his missionary journeys. And we find additional support 
for this conclusion when we examine the representation of the Pauline theology 
in Acts. Certainly it is not altogether astonishing that in the book of Acts 
there ‘*is found no single, specific Pauline conception” (Vielhauer, 15, in agree¬ 
ment with Baucrnfeind, ZsystTh 1954, 74), since we cannot know to what 
extent Paul was understood by his companions in his specific theology. And 
also we may not simply assume as self-evident that the author of Acts himself 
thinks in terms of Pauline theology. But it is well to ask whether he so represents 
Paul and his message that we can recognize in this representation whether or not 
he has knowledge of the most significant features of the historical Paul. We 
cannot affirm that, even if we keep in mind only the following three points. 

a) In the ‘'address” of most of his epistles Paul emphatically calls himself 
aTTocTToAos X^LGTov 'IrjGov or similarly. He insists that he can claim this title 
because he has seen the Lord, and that the Corinthians must recognize this, his 
dignity, even if it is denied him by opponents (I Cor. 9:1 f.; 15:9; II Cor. 12: 
Ilf.; Rom. 11:13). But in Acts Paul receives the title of apostle only together 
with Barnabas in 14:4, 14, where it is completely unemphasized. Otherwise, the 
author designates the twelve as apostles and very clearly places Paul to one side 
(1:26; 15:2, 6, 22 f.; 16:4). It is difficult to say why it is that the author as 
a rule does not consider Paul among the apostles and yet this view breaks through 
in 14:4, 14. This exception can most nearly be traced back to a report taken 
over by the author; certainly it was not intentional (see above, p. 126). This 
avoidance of the title of apostle for Paul docs not originate in the intention 
to make Paul appear as subordinate in respect to the twelve (Klein), for the 
entire plan of Acts speaks against that. But however this fact is to be explained, 
it shows in any case that the author of Acts docs not know the claim to the 
title of apostle which Paul emphasized and held fast. 

b) Paul’s preaching about God’s sin-redeeming, life-giving, saving act in 
Christ has as a presupposition the conviction that "all men sin.” Since they have 
rejected the work of the Law and the knowledge of God which is possible for 
them, they have lost their share in the divine glory (Rom. 3:23; 1:19-21; 
2:14 f.). Therefore, neither Jew nor Gentile by himself can attain salvation 
(Rom. 1:22 ff.; 2:17 ff.; 9:31 f.). Only the sending of Christ makes possible 
salvation for him who has faith (Rom. 3:21 f., 25; II Cor. 5:18 ff.; Gal. 4:4 f.; 
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1 Thess. 1:9 f.). But the Areopagus address (Acts 17:22 ff.), with reference to a 
quotation from a pagan poem, speaks of men as God’s offspring, not far from 
God, whom they should seek. Correspondingly, Christ’s role is that of world 
judge, whose significance has been made understandable througli the raising of 
Jesus from the dead by God. Although it has been denied again and again, 
there can be no doubt that the author here has placed in Paul’s mouth a char¬ 
acteristic example of a missionary sermon before Gentiles, in tJie main hel- 
lenistic speech about the true knowledge of God” (Dibelius, Studies, 57; see 
the lit. on the Areopagus speech in B. Gartner, The Areopagus Speech and 
Natural Revelation, ASNU 21, 195 5, and Dupont, NTSt 1959-60, 152, note 4; 
also W. G. Kiimmel, Man in the NT, 1963, 87 ff.). Even if we must grant the 
possibility that Paul in a missionary sermon before Gentiles sought to make con¬ 
tact with their conceptual world, still it is inconceivable that he would have 
substituted the Stoic doctrine of God’s relation to man for the eschatological 
preaching of salvation which was so fundamental for him. And it is likewise 
unthinkable that a missionary companion of Paul could have ascribed to him 
these radically different views of God and salvation. 

c) In the center of the Pauline theology is the message that God has effected 
salvation through Christ’s death for us (Rom. 3:24 ff.; 5:6 ff.; I Cor. 1:18 ff.; 
15:3; II Cor. 5:18 ff.; Gal. 3:13). In the Pauline speeches of Acts, however, 
there is only one reference to the killing of Jesus according to the prophecy of 
Scripture (13:27-29), and one to **the church of the Lord which he obtained 
[for himself] with his own blood” (20:28). Even in the latter passage there 
is no reference to the saving significance of Jesus’ death for the believer. This 
state of affairs, which corresponds to our findings in Luke (see above, p. 104), 
shows that the author at best knows about the center of the Pauline doctrine 
of salvation only through hearsay, and could not have become acquainted with 
it through personal contact. 

From these facts it is sufficiently clear that the author of Acts was not a 
missionary companion of Paul. Hence in the "we” of Acts 16 ff. he cannot ex¬ 
press his participation in these sections of Paul’s missionary journeys. We cannot 
avoid this judgment by alleging that the Luke who speaks in the we-sections 
was with Paul only for a short time and, therefore, knew him insufficiently 
(Nock, Trocme, 143 ff.). For the above-mentioned deviations from historical 
reality and the central features of the Pauline theology cannot be traced back 
to an insufficient relation to Paul but only to a complete lack of relationship. 
Moreover, the author should have been with Paul during the long period of 
the journey from Jerusalem to Rome and in Rome itself. Nor can we, as 
Eltester wants to do, explain the misinterpretation of the Pauline theology by 
Luke the companion of Paul on the grounds that Luke as a Greek could not at 
all understand Paul’s Jewish-based theology. Neither can we accept Eltester’s 
explanation that Luke’s concept of apostleship is based upon the fact that 
Luke also wrote the Gospel of Luke and, therefore, could see the surety of the 
evangelical tradition only in the disciples of Jesus. For even a Greek, if he 
had ever been a personal pupil of Paul at all, must have known that at the 
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apostolic council Paul accepted no obligations. And the Third Evangelist, as 
a pupil of Paul, must have known Paul’s claim to the apostleship and his under¬ 
standing of Jesus’ death. Moreover, a third argument that Acts must have 
originated with Luke the physician proves nothing. According to Goodspeed, 
Dibelius, and Dupont, Acts from the first must have carried the name of the 
author, because through its dedication (1:1) it was designated as appointed for 
the book market. But Nock (501 f.) and Haenchen (ZThK 1961, 335 f.) 
have shown that the dedication docs not mean anything more than that the 
addressee was supposed to care for the circulation of the book. Besides, there 
are examples from the ancient world of anonymous writings with a dedication. 
We must, then, in spite of the contrary view of very many scholars, hold to 
the statement that Acts was not composed by a companion of Paul, and, there¬ 
fore, not by Luke the physician, to whom the tradition refers (see above, p. 103) 
(so also H. H. Wendt, Apg., Meyer III 1913, H. Windisch, Beginnings I, 2, 
298 ff., Beyer, Conzclmann, Haenchen, Vielhauer, Klein, Evans, O’Neill). 

For the explanation of the we-sections there remain only two possibilities: 
Either the author of Acts (who is unknown to us) took over the 'Ve” from 
a source, or he himself inserted the **we” into the report. The second hypothesis 
is very improbable, since the author hardly would have inserted the *Ve” so 
sporadically if he intended by these insertions to give his account the appearance 
of an eyewitness report. Basically more probable is the view that he found this 
"we” in a source which he used. It is especially probable, if (in spite of the ob¬ 
jections by Ehrhardt, Schille, and Haenchen [see above, p. 126]) the hypothesis 
is well grounded that a travel account in some kind of form lies at the basis 
of Acts 13-28. But that is the case. Tlie general arguments against this hy¬ 
pothesis prove little, because we really know nothing about the necessity and 
possibility of making memoranda of travel stations. And naturally we cannot say 
whether the thread lying at the basis of the narrative consists of one or more 
sources. But the observations will probably endure that there arc numerous data 
concerning places about which nothing important is reported, and that the 
continuation of the report is interrupted more than once by clearly inserted 
independent accounts. The probability is, therefore, great that in Acts 13-28, 
or in any case in the greatest part of this division of Acts, one or more travel 
accounts, diaries, itineraries [Stationenvcrzcichnisse] or the like were used, even 
though we cannot with precision disentangle the thread lying at the basis of 
the narrative. According to all probability, the we-sections belong to this thread 
of the narrative. The conjecture that Luke the physician is speaking through 
the we-sections can be supported by the argument that without such a state of 
affairs no one later would have chanced upon Luke, a nonapostle, as author of 
Luke-Acts. Yet that argument is not compelling, for this name could have 
been found through conjectures (see above, p. 103). Norden (316 ff.) and Nock 
(500 flf.) have demonstrated that there were such travel descriptions and reports, 
which narrated partly in the first, partly in the third, person. It is often assumed 
that the account of the sea voyage (27:1-28:14) did not belong to this thread 
of narrative, because the references to Paul can easily be separated from a 
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secular account of a shipwreck taken over by the author (so Dibelius, Bultmann, 
Klein, ZKG 1956, 366; 1962, 360, Crasser, Conzelmann, ThLZ 1960, 248 f.). 
Nock (499) and Haenchen (ZThK 1961, 358 ff.) have objected to this idea 
and have urged that the account lying at the basis already spoke of a shipment 
of prisoners. Thus it is more probable that also in 27:1-28:16 a travel account 
from the associates of Paul was used, and that the **we” also here belonged to 
the "Vorlage.’’ 

Sources other than the travel account (or travel accounts) in 13-28 cannot 
be ascertained in Acts. This circumstance is accompanied by the fact often 
repeated since Plarnack that Acts represents a linguistic unity (so most recently 
Dupont, SoiiYceSy 8 5). That is not to say that here and there separate texts taken 
over verbatim were not used (perhaps in the speech of Stephen [7:1 ff.] or of 
Tertullus [24:2 ff.], or in parts of the Areopagus speech, or the letter from the 
apostolic council). But we cannot go beyond such unprovable conjectures 
(Vogeli has demonstrated that neither in the maxim of 26:14 nor otherwise 
is the author directly dependent upon Euripides). The popular guessing game 
of determining from which persons of primitive Christianity the author could 
have obtained reports (cf. Michaelis, Wikenhauser, Albcrtz, Schafer, Hopfl-Gut, 
Reicke, Stagg, Feine-Behm, even Haenchen, Apg,y Meyer III ^2, 77 f.) is fruit¬ 
less. 


5. Time and Place of Composition 

Since Acts, as the second part of the Lukan double work, must have been 
written later than Luke, which was written after 70 (see above, p. 105), a 
date before 80 is out of the question. For the linguistic differences between 
Luke and Acts (cf. Hawkins [see lit. to 5^* 177 ff., and Clark, 396 ff.) de¬ 
mand a certain linguistic interval between the two writings by the same author. 
The attempts to place Acts at the beginning of the sixties before the death of 
Paul (see besides those cited above on p. 114 Clark, Bruce, Blaiklock) or to have 
it written around 70 (Michaelis, Wikenhauser, Williams, Michel, Benoit, BdJ, 
Stagg, T. W. Manson) are, therefore, untenable. On the other hand, the de¬ 
pendence of Acts upon Josephus, which formerly was often assumed, has rightly 
been given up (see finally Ehrhardt, 64 f.); therefore, a date after 95 can no 
longer be substantiated. Klein (ZKG 1957, 371) would like to fix a date for 
Acts in the second century, and bases his contention upon the book’s primitive 
Catholicism. That is certainly not convincing, for this characterization of Acts’ 
theology is problematic (see above, p. 122), and does not indicate any exact 
possibility of dating. O’Neill seeks to establish the period between 115 and 130 
as the time of composition, by pointing to Justin as the theologian with whom 
Acts exhibits the most relationship. But his denial that Justin knew Luke-Acts 
is much forced (the texts cited on p. 30 are not taken seriously), and his early 
dating of Justin is arbitrary. Besides, the alleged parallels between the theology 
of Acts and Justin are by no means convincing. A decisive consideration against 
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Klein’s and O’NeiH’s dating of Acts in the second century is the almost universal 
opinion that the author of Acts did not know the Pauline epistles, which 
according to all appearances were assembled after the end of the first century 
(see below, p. 338; Klein’s contention [Zwdlf Apostel, 189 flF.] that the author 
of Acts knew the Pauline epistles but did not want to use them is purely 
arbitrary). Therefore, the dating of Acts between 80 and 90 is the most probable 
hypothesis (though Goodspecd’s dating between 90 and 100 is not excluded). 

Where the author wrote can no longer be established. Upon the basis of the 
traditional interpretation of the *Ve,” many have conjectured Rome, but 
Ephesus (Goodspeed), or a Pauline church in Macedonia, Achaia, or Asia Minor 
(Trocme), are also proposed. 


6. The Text of Acts 

The text of Acts in all of the critical editions of the NT is that of the 
earliest uncials (B A C ^ "■^) and of the Alexandrian church fathers, which 
^ attests already for the early third century. At the same time there exists 
a considerably divergent text form in "Western” witnesses like D the Old 
Latin, the veins Syra, so far as can be inferred from Ephraem’s commentary on 
Acts, which is preserved only in an Armenian translation; further, by the Latin 
church fathers like Irenaeus, Cyprian, Augustine; also in the marginal notes of 
Syra Charklcnsh; and even in the papyri ^ and ^ (concerning this frag¬ 
ment of the fourth century which was published by H. A. Sanders in HarvThR 
20, 1927, 1 ff., cf. W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch, N.F. 10, 1938, 297). The great 
majority of the Greek manuscripts for Acts also represent the Koine text (cf. 
to all of these data below, pp. 363 ff.; Ropes, in his edition of the text, offers 
on opposite pages the text from B and D with the other pertinent witnesses 
from time to time, so far as they were known up to 1925). Since the great num¬ 
ber of the variations of the "Western” text cannot simply be traced back to 
corruption of the primitive text, the question has been raised whether the 
Western text form is a recasting of the "Egyptian” or its presupposition, or 
whether both text forms developed from an original text which we may assume 
was prior to them. Certainly Zahn’s thesis (revised by A. J. Wensinck, Bulletin 
of the Bezan Club, 12, 1937, 11 ff.) that the Western text is Luke’s original 
edition, and the Egyptian text a second edition by the same author, cannot be 
maintained, for the differences between both text forms have to do with partly 
contradictory statements (cf. only the clauses of the apostolic decree; see above, 
pp. 128 f.). But that the Western text of Acts stands closest to the primitive text 
has often been assumed (e.g., by Clark, Glaue [see below, p. 384], Snape; for the 
LXX quotations, by Cerfaux). Today, in view of papyrus ^ there can be 
no more doubt that the Western text of Acts is as old as the Egyptian, and 
also it may be established as fact that the Western text is not simply a text 
which grew wild. For it can be shown that a large number of the additions and 
variations of the Western text over against the Egyptian can be explained only 
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as adjustments of difficulties or changes in content (cf. the **we” in 11:28; 
the ritualistic form of the apostolic decree, and the addition to this form of 
the decree of the Golden Rule [15:29]; the motivation for the authorities’ 
change of mind [16:35], and the journey of Apollos to Corinth [18:27]). 
Other variations serve to strengthen the divine guidance (19:1), the activity 
of the missionaries (14:25), the theological statements (28:31), but also the 
intensification of the guilt of the Jews (cf. 13:27 with 17:30 and the works of 
Menoud and Epp cited above, p. 107). Thus there can be no doubt that the larger 
part of the variations of the Western text in Acts originated in a conscious re¬ 
vision of the text, a process which doubtless was favored by the fact that Acts 
received canonical recognition later than the Gospels, with the result that its 
text was less protected (Dibelius; but cf. also Haenchen’s proof that the Lukan 
text of shows several readings of the Western text of Luke as secondary). 
This fact docs not exclude the possibility that also in Acts the Western text 
preserves readings which can hardly be understood as secondary changes and, 
therefore, come into question as original text (cf. the geographical data [12:10; 
20:15], the indications of time [19:9; 27:5], Aou^[e]pto9 [20:4] as the place 
of origin of the Macedonian Gains). But on the whole the Egyptian text form 
offers the more original text, and thus there remains for the determination of 
the sporadic, original readings in the Western text only an eclectic method 
(cf. Williams and Klijn, see above, p. 107), which occasionally must fall back 
to an individual witness (rot? i/^aAftots in 13:33) or must make a conjecture 
(to 4:25, cf. Hacnchen, ZThK 1954, 156 f.). 
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1. Contents 

The Gospel of John is divided into two principal parts: 1. Jesus* work in the 
world (1:19-12:50); 2. his return to the Father (13:1-20:29). A prologue 
(1:1-18) is placed at the beginning, and a supplement (ch. 21) is appended to 
the conclusion (20:30 f.). Whereas this division is evident, the further organiza¬ 
tion of John is very uncertain. Although in the opinion of numerous scholars 
John has not been transmitted in its original form, others have wished to show 
an artistic arrangement in the transmitted text according to the numbers 7, 
3, and 5 (thus in various ways Albertz, Lohmeyer, Dodd [for chaps. 2-12], 
Hirsch [for the reconstructed “Grundschrift”], Grundmann, van der Bussche 
in RechB III, 108 f.; cf. also F.-M. Braun, Jean, 13 ff.). But none of these 
artistic arrangements can be made intelligible on the basis of the text (cf. also 
Haenchen, ThRdsch 1955, 311 ff.), and it may be fitting to renounce such an 
arrangement. 

The Prologue (1:1-18) proclaims the incarnation in Jesus Christ of the divine 
Logos who existed “in the beginning.*’ Jesus brought grace and truth, and as 
the unique one, God by nature, made God known. In the midst of the prologue 
(1:6-8,15), John the Baptist is spoken of. 

The First Principal Part is introduced through the Baptist’s testimony to 
Jesus (1:19-34), and reports about the gathering of the first disciples around 
Jesus (1:35-51). At the wedding in Cana Jesus manifests his glory by means 
of the first sign, the changing of water to wine (2:1-11). Via Capernaum he 
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goes to the festival of the Passover at Jerusalem. By cleansing the temple he 
demonstrates his authority (2:12-22). On the basis of his signs, he finds faith 
among many of the people (2:23-25). In a nocturnal discourse, he instructs 
Nicodemus, the Pharisee, concerning the conditions of entry into the kingdom 
of God (3:1-21), in the course of which Nicodemus is lost sight of after 3:11. 
Jesus baptizes in the Jordan; second testimony of the Baptist concerning him 
(3:22-30), which in 3:31-36 can no more be clearly characterized as a discourse 
of the Baptist. On the way to Galilee Jesus reveals himself to a Samaritan 
woman at the well as the giver of “living water” and as Messiah, but only from 
the people of her region does he find belief because of his word (4:1-42). Then 
Jesus does his second sign in Galilee (4:43-54), the healing of the son of the 
royal official in Capernaum. In connection with a feast in Jerusalem there 
ensues, as the result of his healing on the Sabbath at the pool of Bethesda a 
man who had been lame for thirty-eight years, the first great argument of 
Jesus with the Jews about the authority of the Son (5:1-18, 19-47). Before 
the Passover (6:4) Jesus is again in Galilee. He feeds the five thousand on the 
east bank of the sea, and avoids the enthusiasm of those who had been fed 
(6:1-13). Walking on the sea, he appears to the disciples and on the next day 
is sought out by the crowd (6:14-24). In the synagogue at Capernaum he dis¬ 
putes with the Jews about the “bread of life” and eating the flesh and drinking 
the blood of the Son of man (6:25-59). Then the mass of the disciples forsake 
him (6:60-66), but the twelve, through the mouth of Peter, confess him as 
“the Ploly One of God,” while Jesus prophesies Judas’ betrayal (6:67-71). 
Again Jesus goes to Jerusalem, for the feast of Tabernacles (7:1-13), and dis¬ 
cusses his mission with the Jews (7:14-30). The Sanhedrin seeks to arrest him 
(7:31-36); on the last day of the feast Jesus summons men to believe in him 
(7:37-44); the arrest fails, yet the Jewish leaders reject him as a Galilean (7:45- 
52). In additional controversy discourses (light and darkness, existence above 
and below, freedom and slavery, children of God and childen of the devil, 
Abraham and Jesus) the opposition between Jesus and the Jews reaches its peak 
(8:12-59) (7:53-8:11 is interpolated: Jesus and the adulteress). The healing 
on the Sabbath of the man born blind brings the delusion of the Pharisees to 
light (9:1-41). In the figurative discourse about the shepherd and his flock 
Jesus designates himself as the true Shepherd, whereupon some of the Jews 
declare him to be possessed of demons (10:1-21). At the feast of Dedication he 
openly declares himself to be the Messiah, who is one with the Father. But when 
he is threatened with stoning, he withdraws to Perea (10:22-42). In connec¬ 
tion with the raising of Lazarus Jesus reveals himself as “the resurrection and 
the life” (11:1-44). Then follows the death decision of the Sanhedrin against 
him (11:45-53). Before Passover Jesus once more withdraws into solitude with 
his disciples (11:54-57) and is then anointed by Mary in Bethany (12:1-11). 
Upon his arrival in Jerusalem he is greeted by the people as “King of Israel” 
(12:12-19). But when the Greeks want to see him, he speaks about his glorifica¬ 
tion through the death which he is going to meet (12:20-36^?). The report that 
Jesus has again hidden himself is followed by an explanation of the unbelief 
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of most of the people as the fulfillment of Israel’s prophecy (12:36^-43). 
The first principal part concludes with a situationless synopsis of Jesus’ preach¬ 
ing (12:44-50). 

The Second Principal Part (chaps. 13-20) pictures the departure of Jesus 
from his disciples; the footwashing in connection with the meal as a symbol of 
purification and of serving love (13:1-20), designation of the betrayer (13:21- 
30), farewell discourses (13:31-16:33) (his departure from the disciples, 
love commandment, reference to the denial of Peter [13:31-38], comfort 
for his own: he is going to the Father, but will come anew to them through 
the Spirit [ch. 14]; Jesus the vine [15:1-17], the hate of the world [15:18- 
16:4a]y the coming of the Spirit [16:4^^-15], Jesus comes to his own in full 
fellowship [16:16-33]), Jesus’ farewell prayer (the high-priestly prayer, ch. 
17: petition for glorification [17:1-5], intercession for the disciples [17:6-19], 
and for those who come to believe through their word [17:20-23], prayer for 
their unification with him, the Glorified One [17:24-26]). Chaps. 18-20 show 
the perfecting of Jesus. Passion narrative (chaps. 18, 19): arrest (18:1-11), 
Jesus in the house of Annas and Peter’s denial (18:12-27), hearing before Pilate 
(18:28-40), scourging, crowning with thorns, Pilate’s surrender of Jesus for 
crucifixion (19:1-16^^), crucifixion and death (19:16Z?-30), piercing of his side 
with a spear, and reference to the witness (19:31-37), removal from the cross 
and burial (19:38-42). Manifestations of the Risen One (20:1-29): discovery 
of the empty tomb (20:1-10), encounter of Jesus with Mary Magdalene (20: 
11-18), the Risen One with the disciples, without Thomas (20:19-23), and 
with Thomas (20:24-29). 

Conclusion (20:30 f.): the purpose of the book. 

Supplement (ch. 21): revelation of the Risen One by the Sea of Tiberias 
(21:1-14), the Risen One with Peter and the Beloved Disciple (21:15-23), 
equating of the Beloved Disciple with the author, and a second conclusion 
(21:24, 25). 


2. The History of the Johannine Problem 

Since the beginning of the third century it was not denied that the Gospel of 
John stems from John, the son of Zebedee, and thus from a member of the circle 
of the twelve, and, therefore, like Matthew, has an eyewitness of Jesus’ life as 
its author. But this view, which was first established at the end of the second 
century (see below, pp. 168 ff.), was at first not undisputed. Irenaeus {Haer. 
Ill, 11, 12) knew of people who denied the Johannine promise of a Spirit-Para¬ 
clete (Jn. 14:16 f.; 15:26; 16:7 ff.), and therefore "repudiated the Gospel 
[= John] as well as the prophetic spirit.” The Roman presbyter Gaius, who 
wrote at the beginning of the third century, obviously had the same intention 
of eliminating the scriptural foundation used by the Montanists for their teach¬ 
ing about the presence of the Paraclete. Gaius designated John and the Apoca¬ 
lypse as the works of the Gnostic, Cerinthus, and in doing so used the divergence 
of John from the Synoptics as an argument (cf. F.-M. Braun, Jean, 147 f.). 
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A group of ecclesiastical anti-Montanists, whom Epiphanius {Vanarion 51) 
nicknamed "Alogoi” (see Goguel, Intr, II, 158 ff., and A. Grillmeyer, art. 
**Aloger,” LThK I, 1957, 363 f.), advocated the same derivation of John. This 
criticism of the apostolic composition of John, which originated in the polemics 
of and against heretics, remained largely ineffective, but it shows that the text 
of John certainly permits such a criticism and that the comparison of John with 
the Synoptics has decisive significance. Not until the eighteenth century were 
isolated voices again raised against the apostolic origin of John. At the beginning 
of the nineteenth century several theologians agreed with this view. In addition 
to the divergence of John from the Synoptics, they also referred to the contra¬ 
dictions in the text of John, which point to the use of sources or to a secondary 
revision (see WGK, NT, 101). K. G. Bretschneider, General Superintendent of 
Gotha, was the first to attract attention with his writing which appeared in 
1820, Probabilities concerning the Nature and Origin of the Gospel and the 
Epistles of the Apostle John [Probabilia de evangelii et epistularu77i Joannis, 
apostoli, indole et orighie^. As arguments against the apostolic origin of John, 
Bretschneider cited not only the divergence of Jesus’ teaching in John from that 
of the Synoptics, but also the non-Jewish character of John and the late testi¬ 
mony to John. The strong opposition aroused against his contentions caused 
Bretschneider to withdraw his criticism four years later (see WGK, NT, 101 f.). 
But in spite of the great influence of Schleiermacher, who, upon the basis of the 
spiritual content of John, decided in favor of an eyewitness as author, the criti¬ 
cal objections could no longer be entirely silenced. D. F. Strauss, in his Leben 
Jesn (1835-36) {The Life of Jesus. Tr. George Eliot from 4th ed. [1840], 
1846), sought to show that in John, in comparison with the Synoptics, there is 
a more highly developed form of the **myth,” so that generally speaking John 
is out of the question as a source for the historical understanding of Jesus (cf. 
WGK, NT, 152 ff.). Strauss’s criticism, which by and large was felt to be purely 
negative, was methodically secured by F. C. Baur’s Kritische Vntersuchungen 
iiber die hanonischen Evv. (1847). Baur adhered to the view that John, written 
in the late second century, possesses no historically valuable traditions about 
Jesus, but at the same time stressed that John was not intended to be a historical 
account at all but the presentation of an idea (see WGK, NT, 157 f., 169 ff.). 
If mere criticism of the tradition was thus replaced by the real historical problem 
concerning the purpose of John and the circumstances of its origin, the discus¬ 
sion nevertheless concentrated first of all upon the question of the authenticity 
and historical worth of John. Although Baur’s late dating of John found little 
approval in the second half of the nineteenth century, his denial of its apostolic 
origin and his assertion of the slight value of its sources in comparison with the 
Synoptics convinced many (cf., e.g., Weizsacker, Julicher; see WGK, NT, 
214 f., 221). On the other hand, conservative scholarship defended John as the 
work of an eyewitness and insisted upon its apostolic origin (e.g., B. Weiss, 
Schlatter, Zahn). 

Tliis discussion about the authenticity and historical value of John has con¬ 
tinued to the present. But since the middle of the nineteenth century other prob- 
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lems, which the critics had already begun to discuss in part at the beginning of 
the nineteenth century, have also come to the fore (cf. the somewhat too much 
differentiated history of methods in Schulz, Memchensolmy 39 ff.). In order to 
explain, or even to remove, the numerous difficulties which the progress of the 
narrative as well as the train of thought of the discourses in John present, four 
basic hypotheses, or combinations of them, have been proposed: a) Since 1871 
the view which was occasionally advocated already in the Middle Ages has won 
many supporters. According to this view, the text of John which has been 
transmitted to us has fallen into disorder through displacement of pages, or was 
left behind by the author unfinished and was incorrectly arranged by his pupils. 
The attempt to restore the sequence which was originally intended by the author 
is then the task of present-day investigators, and the indispensable presupposi¬ 
tion of proper exposition (cf. the history of such theories in Uricchio; Howard, 
111 ff., 303; F.-M. Braun, Jean, 23). b) According to a view often advocated 
since the beginning of the nineteenth century, the transmitted text of John 
has come about through the weaving together of several written sources or 
through extensive expansion of an apostolic *'Grundschrift” by an editor (see 
Schulz, Menschensohn, 48 ff.). Since these partition hypotheses have proved to 
be inadequately grounded in respect to methodology and therefore have essen¬ 
tially been abandoned for a long time, we need not go into them more thor¬ 
oughly here, c) Methodologically related to the partition hypotheses is the sup¬ 
position advocated in various forms since the works of Schwartz and Wellhausen 
(1907) that a redactor (or redactors) expanded the original Gospel, rearranged 
it, and adapted it to the ecclesiastical situation. The starting points for such 
theories are literary and doctrinal difficulties (see the survey in Howard, 95 ff., 
297 ff.; Schweizer, 84 ff.; Schulz, Menschensohn, 62 ff.). d) The juxtaposition 
of narratives and extensive discourses and the occasional but not frequent paral¬ 
lels of John with the Synoptics have frequently led, since the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, on the one hand, to the question whether John is dependent 
upon the Synoptics and, on the other hand, to the conjecture that the author of 
John not only used isolated traditions but also larger connected sources (cf. 
Menoud, Vevangile, 16 ff.; Ruckstuhl, 10 ff.; Haenchen, ThRdsch 195 5, 
302 ff.). Recently, to be sure, the tenability of such source theories has been 
fundamentally disputed with the help of vocabulary statistics (especially 
Schweizer, Menoud, Ruckstuhl). 

In addition to the methods of historical and literary criticism as applied to 
John, the method of the history of religions has arisen since the beginning of 
our century. Besides the constantly posed alternative of "Jewish or Greek back¬ 
ground” for the conceptual world of John (cf. for the Jewish thesis Biichsel and 
F.-M. Braun; for the Greek, Goodspeed and Hirsch), there has appeared in the 
twentieth century the supposition that John belongs in the spiritual milieu 
of Near Eastern Gnosticism (cf. chiefly Bauer and Bultmann). Since the dis¬ 
covery of the community at Qumran, the influence upon John of the Qumran 
world of thought has been maintained with more or less certainty (cf. the 
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reports by L. Schmid, Mcnoud, Uevangile, 30 If., and RechB III 26 ff., Haen- 
chen, ThRdsch 195 5, 313 Schulz, Mensche^tsohn, 43 ff.)* 

Upon the answer to these history-of-religion questions largely depends the 
solution to a problem which likewise has much occupied the investigation of 
John in the last half century, and wliich points to the problem which is theologi¬ 
cal in the narrower sense, namely, the question about the aim of John and about 
the readers for whom it was written. This question has also often been put as an 
alternative question (Jewish or Hellenistic readers?). Furthermore, since the 
time of Baldensperger, who was the first to refer to the polemic recognizable in 
John against the disciples of the Baptist, attempts have been made to prove 
that John has a polemical aim in respect to various fronts. In connection with 
that such scholars as Dodd, Stauffer, Smith, van Unnik, and J. A. T. Robinson 
have recently advocated again the long-abandoned supposition of a missionary 
intention of John. Moreover, we should refer, if only in passing, to the intensive 
occupation of scholarship of recent decades with the Johannine theology, for 
which chiefly the commentaries of Bultmann and Barrett and Dodd’s book about 
the interpretation of the Fourth Gospel are significant (cf. the accounts by 
Menoud, Uevangile, 51 ff., Haenchen, TliRdsch 195 5, 326 ff., Schnackenburg, 
ISiew Testament Theology Today), 

3. The Literary Character and the Sources of the Gospel of John 

John belongs to the same literary category of **Gospel” as the Synoptics, in so 
far as all four Gospels narrate the activity of Jesus from the time of his contact 
with John the Baptist until his death and attach the account of Jesus’ resurrec¬ 
tion as conclusion. And also in John, as in the Synoptics, we find reports both of 
Jesus’ miracles and his teaching activity. In spite of these similarities, John is 
differentiated from the Synoptics in purely external aspects in a threefold way: 
a) Whereas the Synoptics terminate Jesus’ activity in Galilee and surrounding 
regions with rhp nr ^ journey t q_ Jerusalem which ends with his crucifixion, ac¬ 
cording to John’s account, Jesus sets out three times from Galile e to J erusalem 
(2:13; 5:1 {tTl ^; and^^^reas accordmgjqldkTii:^^ s tay in Jerusalem 
continues for about a week, according to John, Jesus stays m JerusaleirTand 
Jud^from 7:10 on. b) Tliis stay in Jerusalem continues from a feast of Taber¬ 
nacles (7:2) through a feast of Dedicadon_XUR22) to the Passover of his 
death (11:55; 12:1; 18:28), therefore about half a yc^rTTn addition, Jn. 2:13 
mentions a Passover, and 6:4 the ap^oach of a'Passover. To be sure, 5:1, 
according to the best attested text, mentions only "a feast,” so that we cannot 
decide whether a Passover is meant. But evenjif we lea ve 5:1 out of considera- 
tion, the activity of Jesus according comprises more than two yea^ 

of which the last half year is in JeruWem and JudHT The chronological in?^- 
ences in Mk. 2:23 (fully developed grain between Passover and Pentecost) and 
Mk. 14:1, however, point to an activity of Jesus of not more than one year. 
The chronological and topographical framework of Jesus’ activity in John is, 
therefore, different from that of the Synoptics, c) The account of the work 
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and tea ching of Jesus in the Synoptics is pieced together from separate accounts 
ancl isolated sayings or groups of saynig^which are combined into a series of 
accounts and discourses; o^nly the passion n arrative offers a larger connected 
account (cf. above, pp. 40 f.). John, of course, also contains single, separate 
accoumT (e.g., 2:1-10, 13-21; 4:46-53; 12:1-9, 12-15; 13:36-38), and also the 
Johannine passion narrative forms a larger connected narrative. But on the whole 
John conj ^s of larger discou rse compositions, which more than once grow out 
olTa precedi^narr aTiv^T^aps. 4, 5, 6, 9, 11). And these di scourse composi- 
tions are not pieced together_frq^ separate sayings, but rej’olve about one or 
eve n mor e themes, in part in the form of a dialogueTso that with a certain cor¬ 
rectness we may speak of th^Mramatic” character of the Johannine account ’ 
(Windisch, Connick, Noack, 116 f.), 

John, therefore, diverges considerably from the Synoptics not only in the 
framework of its account and in the manner of its presentation, but also in 
material. John has only a few narratives^in common with the Synoptics: call of ■ 
the disciples ( 1:35 ff.), the healing of the royal official’s son (4:46 ff.), the fee3^~’ 
ing of the five thousand and walking on the sea (6:1 ff., 16 ff.), Peter’s confession 
(6?66^7)7th^xitry into Jerusalem (12:12 ff.), the last meal, with the prophecy ( 
of the betrayal (13: 1 ff.) , and several sections of the passion narrative. Thej 
'cleansTng^f'thc'lemple (2:13 ff.) and the anointing in Bethany (12:1 ff.) also ^ 
correspond to synoptic pericopes, but stand in other contexts. On the other hand, 
John offers several miracle stories not transmitted by the Synoptics: the wedding 
at Cana (2:1 ff.), the healing of the lame man at the pool of Bethesda (5:1 ff.), 
the healing of the man born blind (9:1 ff.), and the raising of Lazarus (11:1 ff.). 
The narratives of Nicodemus (3:1 ff.) and of the Samaritan woman (4:5 ff.) 
are also found only in John. Often John presupposes as known some circum¬ 
stances reported in the Synoptics, without narrating them: the baptismal work 
of the Baptist (1:25), the baptism of Jesus (1:32), the imprisonment of the 
Baptist (3:24), the circle of the twelve (6:67 ff.; 20:24), and the scene in 
Gethsemane (12:27). And_pCi;iafionally Jo hannme sayin gs are reminiscent of 
t he synoptic Je sus: cf. Jn. 2:19 = MkriTr^'S par.; 3:3 = Mt. 18:3; 3:35 = Mt. 
11:27 par.; 4:44 = Mk. 6:4 par.; 13:20 = Lk. 10:16 par. Mt. 10:40; 

12:35 = Mk. 8:35 par.; 13:16; 15:20 = Mt. 10:24; \5:7b = 11:24 par.; 

16:23 =Mt. 7:7 par.; 16:32 = Mk. 14:27 par.; 18:11 =Mk. 14:36 par.; 
20:23 = Mt. 18:18; yet these say ings are hardly ever foun^Jn the same .context 
as in th e^^noptics. The large part of The "Johannine Jesus discourses, however, 
fiavT iio^arallds in the Synoptics, and the language of the Johannine Jesus dis¬ 
courses is altogether different from that of the synoptic Jesus. 

In view of these occasional parallels of John with the Synoptics, side by side 
with the extensive difference of the Johannine account, the question arises as to 
whether there is a literary connection between John and the Synoptics. For a 
long time the opinion prevailed that John knew and presupposed the Synoptics, 
but since Gardner-Smith’s investigation (1938), the view that John knew none 
of the Synoptic Gospels and drew upon a completely independent tradition has 
won many supporters (e.g., Michaclis, Manson, Menoud, J. A. T. Robinson, 
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Sanders, Wilkens, Higgins). Still more widespread is the view th at Jo hn knew 
none^of our^nqptic Gospels, but he did kno w the tradition reproduc ^By thes e" 
Gospels (e.g., Feine-Behm, Connick" T^ackTMendner, Feuillet in Robert-Feuillet, 
Klijn, Heard, F. C. Grant, The Gospels [see above, p. 341 , Bultmann ^^Dodd, 
Hunter, Kasemann, Borgen, Haenchen, Grundmann; Buse and Temple advocate 
John’s knowledge of one of Mark’s sources). The arguments which are adduced 
against the supposition of a literary connection between John and the Synoptics 
are chiefly two: a) Tlie number of the texts for which a dependence of John 
upon the Synoptics can be defended with any reason is astonishingly small, and 
by closer inspection even for these texts the number of divergencies is far greater 
than that of the agreements, b) The total plan of John diverges from that of the 
Synoptics and proves that John in no case could have learned from the Synoptics 
the tradition which was used by the Synoptics, and perhaps did not even know 
the same tradition. In addition to a) and b) arguments are brought forth stating 
that a Gospel originating from an eyewitness cannot be dependent upon **Vor- 
lagen” which do not stem from eyewitnesses, and that the superiority of the 
Johannine account in historical particulars is explicable only if John reproduces 
a tradition which is independent of the Synoptics and is in part superior to them 
(e.g., Michaelis). We need not consider such argumentation, because its premises 
must first be secured, in order to permit any inferences to be drawn. 

Since even the first two mentioned arguments are hardly sufficient to exclude 
the supposition of a knowledge or use of the Synoptics by John, some scholars 
summarily affirm a knowledge of the Synoptics by John (Hopfl-Gut, McNeile- 
Williams, Lightfoot, Maurer, Goodwin, Hirsch). Others maintain that John was 
dependent upon Mark and Luke (Sparks, Howard, Barrett, Streeter, Four 
Gospels [see above, p. 33], Teeple), or only upon Mark (Meinertz, R. M. 
Grant, HarvThR 1942, Lee) (only Sparks has expressly advocated a knowledge 
of Matthew). In favor of John’s knowledge of Mark is the fact that several 
scenes and shorter historical notices in John are encountered in the same sequence 
as in Mark, and that in numerous of these places clear linguistic reminiscences 
are also found (see the lists in Barrett, Commentary, 34 ff.). Especially striking 
is the agreement of Jn. 6:7 with Mk. 6:37 Sta/coo-tW Byjvapuov aproi, of Jn. 5:8 
with Mk. 2:11 dpov top Kpa/Sarov aov, of Jn. 12:3 with Mk. 14:3 (Xlrpav) 
p.vpov vdp^ov TTLo-TLKij^ TToXvTeXov^ ot TToXvTLpLOv (in all three cases only Mark, in 
addition to John, offers this wording). In a series of additional instances the 
contact of John with Mark is likewise unmistakable (Jn. 4:44 par. Mk. 6:4; Jn. 
6:20 par. Mk. 6:50; Jn. 12:7 f. par. Mk. 14:7 f.; Jn. 19:17 par. Mk. 15:22; 
Jn. 19:29 par. Mk. 15:36), but in these cases Matthew is parallel with Mark, so 
that only a parallel with Mark or Matthew can be maintained (additional exam¬ 
ples in Lee). 

The literary connection of John with Luke is also indisputable. This state¬ 
ment is supported by the presence of the same names (Mary and Martha, 
Lazarus, Annas) and individual features (Jn. 13:2, 27 par. Lk. 22:3; Jn. 13:38 
par. Lk. 22:34; Jn. 18:10 par. Lk. 22:30), but chiefly by the account of the 
anointing (Jn. 12:3 ff. par. Lk. 7:36 ff.). The Johannine account of the foolish 






^10. The Gospel of John 


145 


action of Mary in anointing Jesus’ feet and then drying them with her hair is 
explained in either of two ways: 1) John combined the narrative of the anointing 
of Jesus’ head by a woman (Mk. 14:3 ff. par. Mt. 26:6 fi.) with the narrative 
of Lk. 7:36 ff., in which, according to the text of the great majority of the 
manuscripts, a sinful woman wets Jesus’ feet with her tears, dries them with 
her hair, and anoints them. 2) According to the illuminating argument of 
K. Weiss, John had not yet read in Lk. 7:46 Toi >9 Tro'Sa? fxov (these last words are 
missing in the '^Western” witnesses DW 079 b q), so that Luke originally spoke 
only of the wetting, drying, and kissing of Jesus’ feet, and of the anointing of 
Jesus, i.e., his head (cf. also Jn. 11:2!), but John then misunderstood this ac¬ 
count to the effect that the woman anointed Jesus’ feet and then dried them 
(Jn. 12:3). In both cases, however, a knowledge of Luke by John is certainly 
to be supposed. 

We cannot decide so clearly whether John also knew the Gospel of Matthew. 
The features which are factually parallel (Jn. 18:11 par. Mt. 26:52; Jn. 20:23 
par. Mt. 18:18) strongly diverge from each other linguistically. The saying 
about slave and master (Jn. 15:20; cf. 13:16) not only has a clear parallel in 
Mt. 10:24 f. but also to the wider context (see Sparks), but this parallel is 
not close enough to be considered as evidence for a literary dependence (cf. 
Gardner-Smith, JThSt 1953; Dodd, NTSt 1955-56, 76 f.). The supposition 
that there is a literary relation between John and Matthew can appeal only to 
those texts cited above where we can just as well suppose John’s dependence 
upon Mark as upon Matthew. 

If, therefore, the question must remain undecided whether John knew Mat¬ 
thew, John’s knowledge of Mark and Luke can be maintained with great prob¬ 
ability. But as we have seen in connection with the question of the literary rela¬ 
tionship of the Synoptics (see above, p. 60), we certainly must not picture 
this dependence as a direct revision of a written ”Vorlage.”^ ppare ntly the au¬ 
thor had the Gospels of Mark and Luke in mind and used them from memory, so 
f^ as^jihey. appeared suitable to him (cf. Lee). But^KiT used his sources in a 
manner entirely different from the way the Synoptics used theirs. On the one 
hand, he took up only a small part of the material known to him from the 
Synoptics and also used none of these earlier Gospels as the basis of his Gospel, 
but occasionally inserted some of the material known to him from the Synoptics 
into his presentation. On the other hand, John acted completely freely with the 
sources he took over, as Goodwin has shown by the manner in which John 
newly formed and combined from memory his quotations from the OT (also 
according to Noack, 84, the OT quotations are cited from memory). Conse¬ 
quently, the texts taken over from the Synoptics are thoroughly incorporated 
into John’s account both linguistically and formally, and compose only otie 
woof in the fabric of the entire Gospel. The hypothesis of John’s literary connec¬ 
tion with Mark and Luke thus explains the reminiscences of the Synoptics in 
John, but in no way makes understandable the origin and the literary character 
of John. 

Our comparison of John with the Synoptics has shown not only a difference in 
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material but also in chronological frameworI^^f-w^^=^f5rat^^ this framework 
more closely, immediately a series of striki^^^ntradictiojis^ppcars (cf. Well- 
hausen, Komm., 5 f.; Schweizer, 84 f.). In Jn. 6:1'Tt’ir^presupposed that Jesus 
is in Galilee, though according to 5:1 he is in Jerusalem. 7:3 f., in spite of 2:23 
and 5:1, seems to presuppose that Jesus has not yet worked in Jerusalem. 7:19-23 
refers back to the attempt on Jesus’ life, reported in 5:18, and lying at least 
half a year in the past. In 10:19-29 there arises a controversy over the event 
of 9:1 ff., which occurred at least a quarter of a year earlier. 10:33 alludes to a 
remark about Jesus made half a year previously. At the end of the farewell dis¬ 
course is this concluding sentence: **Rise, let us go hence” (14:31). Yet the 
discourse in chaps. 15, 16 continues with the same themes. 

To such contradictions in the course of the narrative may be added breaks in 
the train of thought of the discourses: 3:31 ff. is poorly suited to the mouth 
of the Baptist, but fits well in the mouth of Jesus in connection with 3:21. 
Following the conclusion of 12:36Z?-43, 12:44 ff. is a completely situationless 
discourse. Jesus’ designation of himself as **the door” (10:7, 9) is ill-adapted to 
the shepherd’s discourse (10:1-6, 11 ff.). Since the time of Tatian, who ar¬ 
ranged ch. 6 before ch. 5, and since the time of the Syrus Sinaiticus (see be¬ 
low, p. 371), which rearranged the scene before Annas and Caiaphas (18:13- 
24; see the apparatus in Nestle to 18:13), these and similar difficulties have 
pe lted t a-aJ) vpothesis whic h ha s been very 'widespreacTsTnee the beginning of 
the twentieth century (see above, pp. 141 f.): The text of John has not beeiT^ 
transmitted to us in the sequence intended by the author, either because the 
author died before concluding his work or because the text subsequcntl^fell 
into disorder through dislocation of sheets, or the like. Attempts have been made 
to show that the original, meaningful sequence can be restored by placing ch. 5 
after ch. 6, or 10:19-29 before 10:1, etc. Recently, transpositions have been 
assumed to a lesser extent by Howard, Menoud, Schweizer, Jeremias, Grund- 
mann, Guilding, and to a greater extent by Bacon, Bernard, Wikenhauser, Mac- 
gregor, Hirsch, Bultmann, Kasemann, Mendner, Merlier, Wilkens, Eckhardt. 
But there are weighty considerations against this supposition (see Michaelis, 
Goodspeed, Klijn, Dodd, Barrett, Lightfoot, W. G. Wilson, Parker, JBl 1956, 
Tceple, JBL 1962). Above all, it is very improbable paleographically. If it were 
simply a matter of displacement of sheets, then the contents of the displaced 
sheets must always have about the same extent. But the attempts to prove that 
(see Schweizer, 110 f.) founder on the fact that in no case do the intervals be¬ 
tween the alleged dislocated sheets have the same extent or a multiple thereof 
(see W. G. Wilson and Parker). There are, to be sure, isolated examples from 
antiquity showing that such displacement of sheets took place (Schweizer, 109, 
note 161), but none of these examples involves a series of sections in the same 
work. The advocates of this view not only are forced to suppose that sections 
of varying length were dislocated, but they must also face the fact that there 
is no proof that drafts were generally written on separate sheets. But if we sup¬ 
pose that the sheets of the original manuscripts were promiscuously arranged, 
then it is strange that the sheets which allegedly have gotten into the wrong 
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place still should always begin and end with complete sentences. It also strikes 
us as peculiar that the pupils, who themselves had these sheets in hand, were not 
able to restore these sheets to their proper order, whereas we are supposed to 
succeed in doing that, even though we do not possess the sheets. But if we sup¬ 
pose not only the dislocation of larger sections but of smaller textual units 
(according to Bultmann, e.g., the order of the section 6:27-59 was originally 
6:27, 34 f., 30-33, 47-51<?, 41-46), then, first of all, it is completely inexplica¬ 
ble in what form these small pieces of text were supposed to have lain before 
the redactor. Moreover, the supposition of secondary transpositions in many 
instances presupposes what must first of all be established as the correct presup¬ 
position, namely, that the author thought in terms of presenting a framework 
free of topographical and chronological contradictions and in terms of the logical 
progression of the discourses of Christ. Surely, we cannot always recognize a 
meaningful composition by the evangelist, and in these cases the exegete who 
rejects the supposition of secondary transpositions should ’*stop with the estab¬ 
lishment of the aporiai [unsolved difficulties]” (Bultmann, NTSt 1954-5 5, 
86). But on the whole it still holds true that *'no one yet has demonstrated 
convincingly that the gospel has been disarranged” (Teeple, JBL 1962, 286), 
and therefore the hypothesis of a secondary transposition cannot solve the literary 
problem of John. 

Now, to be sure, a few scholars have traced the secondary transposition of 
John back to the evangelist himself. In this case, the paleographical difficulty 
docs not exist. According to Wilkens, the basic Gospel of the author was a 
*'Gospel of Signs,” which contained only narratives, arid according to which 
Jesus, as in the Synoptics, made only one journey from Galilee to Jerusalem. The 
evangelist expanded this basic Gospel through discourses of Jesus, which he had 
formed before he inserted them into the Gospel, without thereby changing the 
draft of the basic Gospel. And, finally, through rearrangement of the entire 
Gospel and the incorporation of additional material, he transformed the Gospel 
into a Passion Gospel, without being able to finish it entirely. But if this history 
of the origin of John is conceivable, it is still neither provable nor even prob¬ 
able (cf. Barrett’s criticism). Why should the author later have systematically 
disrupted his beautifully constructed basic Gospel and thus have created the 
difficulties whose origin the theory seeks to explain? The same objection also 
applies to Parker’s theory (JBL 1956). Parker renounces transpositions, and 
supposes that the author later not only added ch. 21 to his own Gospel, but 
also 2:1-12 and chaps. 4 and 6, without checking to see whether these additions 
were suitable to their context. 

Other scholars seek to solve the literary problem of John by supposing the 
later revision of the Gospel by a redactor, in part in connection with th^cOQ^^ 
jecture of systematic transpositions. As a rule, the starting point for these hy-^ \ 
potheses^j 5 ^-^e observation that additions are doubtless found in 7:53—8:11^"' 
and ck 21. TTiat the pericope of the adulteress (7:53-8:11) do^ noj:^at all 
belong-te-Tne original traditon of John, is shown by its manuscript witnesses (it 
is lacking already in ^ and $ ^^), its linguistic form, and its disturbing and 


148 


Introduction to the New Testament 


fluctuating position. It was probably inserted here as an illustration to 8:15 
(cf. the excurses by Zahn, Bauer, and Barrett, ad loc., and on the great age of 
the account, J. Blinzler, NTSt 4, 1957-58, 32 ff., and E. Stauffer, **Neue Wege 
der Jesusforschung,” Gottes ist der Orient^ Festschr. O. Eissfeldt, 1959, 178 f.). 

That ch. 21 represents a supplement is indisputable, for 20:30 f. is clearly 
the conclusion of the original Gospel. The only question is whether this supple¬ 
ment stems from the evangelist or from a strange hand. According to the manu¬ 
script tradition accessible to us, John never circulated without ch. 21. Yet Jn. 
21 exhibits several striking contrasts to chaps. 1-20: in 21:2 the sons of Zebedee, 
who otherwise are missing, suddenly appear; the Christophany of 21:3 ff. takes 
place in Galilee, whereas ch. 20 is localized in Jerusalem; in 21:23 the death 
of the Beloved Disciple is probably presupposed, but in 21:24 he is attested as 
the author of John. Whereas the author could have said concerning himself, 
**This is the disciple who is bearing witness to these things, and who has 
written these things” (21:24^z), 21:24Z^ could not have originated with him, 
“and we know that his testimony is true.” Likewise it would have been difficult 
for the indication of his death in 21:23 to have stemmed from him. Also 21:25, 
with its hyperbolic and aretalogical style, does not at all fit the Johannine 
style. Hence some scholars have attempted to join the supposition of the com¬ 
position of 21:1-23 by the evangelist with the supposition of the unauthenticity 
of 21:24, 25 (or at least 21:25), so that 20:30 f. can be interpreted as the 
original conclusion of John, which at first stood after 21:23. This original con¬ 
clusion was then shifted to its present position when pupils of the evangelist 
wished to add their testimony (21:24, 25) (Lagrange, Vaganay [regards also 
21:24 as authentic], Menoud). But this solution of the difficulty is impossible. 
It cannot explain how 20:30 f. could have been inserted secondarily before 21:1. 
And if 20:30 f. had always stood where it now is, then 21:23 or l\\lAa 
would not be a suitable conclusion of the document, and 21:24^ would in no 
case be possible in the mouth of the author. Most writers who want to maintain 
that Jn. 21 is a supplement from the author of Jn. 1-20 do not suppose any 
transposition but simply interpret 21:24 f. as an addition by pupils of the 
author (Meinertz, Schafer, Hopfl-Gut, Tenney, Floward, Jeremias, Ruckstuhl, 
Wilkens, Grundmann; Tasker regards only v. 25 as an addition). But the hy¬ 
pothesis that Jn. 21 stems from the author still confronts weighty difficulties. 
That vs. 24 f. must be separated in order to be able to maintain the same 
authorship for 1-20 and 21:1-23 is questionable, since on other grounds there 
exists no cause for that. In addition, there are the already mentioned factual 
difficulties and the improbability that the same author would have attached 
a supplement of such a nature without transferring or removing 20:30 f. But 
chiefly there exist linguistic difficulties. To be sure, Schweizer (108, note 158) 
and Boismard (RB 1947, 474 ff.) have pointed to linguistic agreements be¬ 
tween ch. 21 and the remainder of John (e.g., avOpaKid, oipdpLov, /aci/toi, 21:24 
cf. with 5:32), but these parallels can be thoroughly understood as conscious 
or unconscious literary adaptations. Over against that there are numerous and 
important linguistic differences (see Boismard, ibid., 484 ff.; Merlier, 151 ff.). 
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not only words not otherwise found in John (e.g., IcrxveLv), but also divergent 
linguistic usages (e.g., dvro in partitive sense; €7rto-Tpac/)e69 instead of orr/aac^ct?), 
which are hardly conceivable in the same author (the objections by Ruckstuhl, 
143 ff., against these statements are simply evasions). It follows from all of 
these observations that Jn. 21, with the greatest probability, must be regarded 
as an appendix from a strange hand (e.g., Michaelis, Wikenhauser, Albertz, 
McNeile-Williams, Feine-Behm, Goodspeed, Bultmann, Barrett, Goguel, Dibelius, 
Lightfoot, Dodd, Hirsch, Strathmann, Kasemann, H. Braun, Eckhardt, Teeple; 
Schnackenburg and Grundmann conjecture use of the author’s material; 
Jiilicher, Schweizer, Feuillet in Robert-Feuillet regard a decision as impossible; 
the entire chapter stems from the author of 1-20 according to Bauer and 
Kragerud, on the one hand, and Schlatter and Cassian, on the other). We can¬ 
not make a conjecture about the purpose of this supplement before we consider 
the question of authorship. 

If ch. 21 was attached by a strange hand, then it is natural to ask whether 
the hand of this redactor can be traced elsewhere. Since 19:3 5 speaks about the 
trustworthiness of the witness for the events connected with the death of Jesus 
in a manner similar to that in which 21:24 speaks about the author of the 
Gospel, and since 19:3 5 interrupts the connection, 19:3 5 has often been regarded 
as an insertion by the author of the supplement (Wikenhauser, Bacon, Goguel, 
Hirsch, Bultmann; Jeremias only for 21:24; 19:35). If a redactor interfered 
with the Gospel at all, then the question arises as to whether other verses may 
not also be the work of a redactor: remarks which disrupt the connection, 
or which assimilate to the Synoptics (e.g., 1:22-24, 27, 32; 3:24; 4:2; 11:2; 
16:5b; 18:9, 13^, 14, 24, 32), or also texts which in respect to content are 
in tension with Johannine teaching (the futuristic eschatological sayings [5: 
28 f.; 6:39 f., 44^^, 54; 12:48]; or the references to baptism and Lord’s Supper 
[3:5; rSaros Kal]; 6:51^-58; 19:34Z?). In favor of this possibility linguistic 
arguments can partly also be adduced (thus in various ways. Bacon, Jeremias, 
Bultmann, Kasemann, Temple, JBL 1961, Teeple, JBL 1962). Others go further 
and seek to reconstruct a **Grundschrift,” which a redactor extensively expanded 
by means of synoptic material and other additions (Wellhausen, Schwartz, 
Hirsch, Merlier, Mendner, Temple, JBL 1961). Preisker reconstructs an original 
eschatological Gospel. According to Eckhardt, Ignatius revised a Johannine draft, 
and then this writing was expanded twice. Boismard (RB 1962) concludes 
from the contradictions in Jn. 4:46 If. and 20:24 ff., and from the reminis¬ 
cences of Luke, that Luke combined the Johannine material into one account 
and used particular scenes. 

It is thoroughly possible that interpolations were inserted into the text of 
the Gospel before the manuscript was written to which our entire manuscript 
tradition goes back (similarly as 5:4 was later inserted and made its way into 
the manuscript tradition). And that the text reads smoothly after the removal 
of the pieces of text which are felt to be disruptive, is self-evident. If, therefore, 
there are no fundamental considerations against the hypothesis of isolated re- 
dactional additions, then it is still very questionable whether awkwardnesses 
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in the presentation cannot just as well go back to the evangelist as to a redactor. 
That the futuristic, eschatological texts mentioned above were interpolated, is 
very improbable, in view of the eschatological teaching of the Gospel as a whole, 
for the futuristic eschatology is also found in 3:5; 10:9; 12:32; 14:3; 17:24; 
and is theologically indispensable (cf. G. Kiimmel, Die Eschatologie der 
Evv., 1936, 22 ff.; Ruckstuhl, 159 ff.; Schulz, Menschensolm, 109 ff., 159 ff.; 
L. van Hartingsveld, Die Eschatologie des Joh.y 1962, 194,200 ff. On Boismard’s 
supposition of two layers of Johannine eschatology [RB 1961], see below, pp. 
153 f.). As for the section referring to the Lord’s Supper (6:51/^-58), which is 
frequently characterized as a sacramental insertion (see those cited in Schultz, 
Mensche^isohuy 115 f.; also G. Bornkamm, **Die eucharistische Rede im Joh.,” 
ZNW 47, 1956, 161 ff.; E. Lohse, *'Wort und Sakrament im Joh.,” NTSt 7, 
1960-61, 117 ff.), it is, linguistically speaking, thoroughly Johannine (cf. 
Ruckstuhl, 169 ff., 220 ff.). This section is contestable on the basis of content 
only if one is already convinced, upon the basis of a spiritualizing or existential 
exegesis of John, that John can have no sacramental interests. Such an exegesis, 
however, has no solid foundation. If there are, therefore, good reasons for 
regarding 6:51^-58 as an original part of John (see lately P. Borgen, **The 
Unity of Discourse in John 6,” ZNW 50, 1959, 277 f.; H. Schiirmann, **Joh. 
6:51r, ein Schliissel zur grossen joh. Brotrede,” BZ, N.F. 2, 1958, 245 ff.), then 
there exists no reason at all to explain the words vSaro? Kal (3:5) and 19:34^ 
as interpolations because they are thought to refer to baptism and the Lord’s 
Supper. Thus the hypothesis that a redactor first gave to John its present order 
also cannot be made more probable by an appeal to a series of redactional addi¬ 
tions, and vice versa. 

The more far-reaching hypotheses of Wellhausen, Schwarz, and Hirsch, ac¬ 
cording to which John arose through extensive expansion of a "Grundschrift,” 
can only be designated as arbitrary and undemonstrable. The **aporiai,” which 
Mendner and Merlier have recently attempted to point out, are aporiai only if 
a completely unsuitable standard of logic and consistency of narration is applied 
to the text. And even if the Nicodemus discourse, which is now in Jn. 3, really 
did stand originally between 7:45-52^/ and 8:13 f., and included only 3:2, la, 7h, 
9 f., Ilby May Hay 'Slay 33, 34^7, 3 5 (Mendner, JBL 1958), then Streeter’s ob¬ 
jection to older source theories will serve as a warning to the literary critic against 
the construction of such theories: *Tf the sources have undergone anything 
like the amount of amplification, excision, rearrangement, and adaptation which 
the theory postulates, then the critic’s pretence that he can unravel the process 
is grotesque. As well hope to start with a string of sausages and reconstruct 
the pig” (Gospels [see above, p. 33], 377). According to Eckhardt’s redaction 
hypothesis, Ignatius, before the destruction of Jerusalem, delivered the un¬ 
finished exemplar of the Gospel from Jerusalem to Antioch and revised it, etc. 
This many-staged hypothesis allows itself considerably more unverifiable con¬ 
jectures than can be permitted in the context of serious historical investigation. 
Finally, Boismard’s conjecture of a Lukan revision of John docs rest upon 
observations which are to be taken seriously. But, in the first place, Boismard 


in 


^10. The Gospel of John 

applies an altogether too strict standard of consistency to the Johannine account 
and can, e.g., not make it evident that an account in 4:46^, 47, SO ever existed 
independently; and, in the second place, he overlooks the fact that the author 
very probably knew the Gospel of Luke, so that linguistic and factual parallels 
can better be made understandable upon that basis. 

Thus without needing to speak yet of the “unity” of John, we can say that 
“neither displacement theories nor redaction theories are needed to explain the 
present state of the gospel” (Barrett, Comm., 20). Rather, if we are not able 
to explain the difficulties on the basis of a later alteration of Jn. 1-20, then 
at once the question arises all the more urgently about the sources and the aim 
of the Gospel. For the view that the author as eyewitness simply drew upon 
his memory and, therefore, could not have used any sources (Michaelis; Edwards 
thinks of the author’s own notes!), is, in view of the difficulties of his account, 
little convincing. Indeed, it is to be denied because John, as we have seen, 
knew, and occasionally used, at least Mark and Luke. A knowledge of the collec¬ 
tion of Pauline epistles (as Hirsch, Goodspeed, R. M. Grant, JBL 1950, main¬ 
tain), is, on the other hand, unprovable (Feine-Behm). The OT is quoted 
directly relatively seldom, and then from memory in a very free way (Good¬ 
win) (that an Exodus typology lies at the basis of John [H. Sahlin, 2.ur Typo- 
logic des Job., Uppsala Universitets Aarsskrift 1950, 4], is completely unproved). 
Yet the greatest part of the material of John is taken over neither from the 
OT nor from the Synoptics. These observations raise the question whether 
John used sources for this material. Even though Broome claims to have dis¬ 
covered seven sources, his proof is hardly convincing (cf. Ruckstuhl, 17 If.). 
Maegregor and Morton have attempted to establish a second source by means 
of statistical calculations based upon Morton’s conception of average sentence 
length and standard-sized codices. The author joined this second source to 
his Gospel in alternating blocks. This view runs aground not only on paleo¬ 
graphic errors and impossibilities, but also on the fact that the character of 
this second source and the meaning of the combination of both sources cannot 
be made clear (see Haenchen, ThLZ 1962, 487 ff.). On the other hand, Bult^ 
mann’s sour ce ^theory h as rightly been much discusseef (see RGG ^ III, 842 f.). 
He proceeds from the observation that the enumeration of the o-rj/xela in 2:11 and 
4:54 cannot have originated with the evangelist, since the evangelist ascribes 
to Jesus a larger number of a'^ixela (2:23; 4:45). Although 20:30 (“Now 
Jesus did many other signs in the presence of the disciples”) is hardly suitable \ 
as a conclusion of John, it is probably fitting as the ending of a “CT7;/x€ta-source” 
(cf. also 12:37). From stylistic observations, which he had first made in I John 
(see below, p. 308), Bultmann then inferred an originally Gnostic source of 
“revelation discourses,” which the evangelist modified, glossed, and placed at 
the basis of his Jesus discourses. As the third source Bultmann conjectured a 
collection of passion and resurrection narratives, whose existence can be recog¬ 
nized by redactional additions of the evangelist (e.g., 18:13^?, 14, 24) (cf. the 
summary of the Bultmannian sources in Ruckstuhl, 25, 31 f.). The supposition 
of a miracle source found agreement with Kasemann (VuF 1946-47, 186) and 
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Haenchen (ThRdsch 195 5, 303), who would like to think of the Gospel of the 
evangelist’s home church. Becker, critically following Bultmann, has sought 
to reconstruct the source of ''revelation discourses” against the background of 
Gnostic parallels, whereas Kasemann {ibhLy 187 f.) and Haenchen {ibid,, 306 f.) 
critically stand over against the supposition of such a source. A special written 
source for the Johannine passion narrative had already been conjectured by 
others (M. Dibelius, Die atl. Motive in der Leidemgeschiebte des Fetrus- und 
des Johannes-EvangelinviSy Bcih. ZAW 33, Festschr. W. Baudissin, 1918, 125 ff. 
= Botsebaft und Gesebiebte I, 1953, 221 ff.; Goguel, Intr, II, 436 ff.; V. Taylor, 
Tbe Formation of tbe Gospel Tradition, 1933, 53 f.; P. Winter, "On the Trial 
of Jesus,” Studia Judaica I, 1961, 33 flF., leaves undecided whether the evangelist 
used and expanded a written passion narrative, or whether his presentation was 
expanded by an interpolator). 

Attempts have been made to test and to refute the possibility and the correct¬ 
ness of this and earlier source theories by seeking to establish the linguistic and 
stylistic peculiarities of John and then by showing that they can be observed to 
transverse all supposed sources. From these studies the conclusion has been drawn 
with more or less certainty that the supposition of written sources in John con¬ 
tradicts these linguistic and stylistic findings (Schweizer, 87 ff.; Jeremias, 35 ff.; 
Menoud, Uevangile, 15 f.; Ruckstuhl, 190 ff.; a list of these "Johannine char¬ 
acteristics” in F.-M. Braun, Jean, 401 ff.). Others, however, have objected 
to this method because the particular linguistic characteristics are of very 
different value and very probably could have been inserted by the evangelist as 
he took up the pieces of sources. Thus by means of these linguistic observations 
nothing decisive against this or that source hypothesis is established (Hirsch, 
ZNW, 1950-51, 134 ff.; Haenchen, ThRdsch 195 5, 307 ff.; cf. the discussion 
of principles by Schulz, Mensebensobn, 51 ff., and Teeple, JBL 1962). These 
investigations have doubtles s shown that the linguistic peculiarities of John 
areTdistribute^^^T the entire Gospel, and that, therefore, the identification of 
conH^ctcd-soiifces upon the basis of linguistic and stylistic_ arguments is hardly 
possible. On the other hand, these studies have also shown that in individual 
pencopes the characteristics designated as Johannine are so obviously lacking 
^at we must suppose that here traditions have been taken lip (Schweizer, 100; 
“Schulz, /or. cit,, 56 f.; above all, 2:1-10, 13-19; 4:46-53; 12:1-8, 12-15). But 
^that in no wise leads to a written "signs source” lying before the evangelist. And 
also with respect to the passion narratives the hints of a special tradition are 
hardly sufficient to establish a connected written "Vorlage” in addition to the 
knowledge of Mark and Luke (see Barrett, Comm., 18). 

But the most difficult question concerns the origin of the Johannine 
discourses. Two decisive objections speak against the hypothesis of a "revelation 
source.” a) Kasemann (VuF 1946-47, 187) has pointed out that behind the 
prologue of John a strictly constructed hymn can be recognized, to which 
nothing corresponding can be found in all the remainder of John, with the 
result that stylistic analysis can have no certain foothold in the rest of John, 
b) The stylistic features employed by Bultmann are not plain enough to dis- 
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tinguish between source and revision (Noack, 18 ff.), especially since Bultmann 
repeatedly finds it necessary to ascribe to the evangelist an influence on the 
source. Against Becker’s reconstruction of the source we must object that 
the arguments adduced from time to time in favor of this reconstruction often 
point to a contradictory conclusion, and that John used a source, and if 
he reshaped it as radically as Becker thinks he did, that source is now irrecover¬ 
able” (Barrett, ThLZ 1957, 912). Hence the view that the Johannine dis¬ 
courses are taken from a written source is not only unproved but is also im¬ 
probable because precisely in this extensive part of the Gospel the author himself 
seems to speak. He uses his own language in shaping the discourses in the 
form of dialogues and in the interpretation of the narratives. But if, according 
to every appearance, neither the narratives nor the discourse material stems 
from a written source, then the other contention often advanced is most ques¬ 
tionable, namely, that there lie at the basis of John two different layers of 
tradition, narratives and discourses (Kiiscmann, VuF 1946-47, 18 5; Grund- 
mann, 14 f.; Wilkens; other advocates of this view in Schweizer, 85, note 22), 
since often in John narratives form the starting point for discourse composi¬ 
tions (cf. against this theory Barrett, Comm., 17; Teeple, JBL 1962, 280 f.). 

If thus it is improbable that the evangelist used any connected written sources 
(apart from the Synoptics), that does not at all mean that he was dependent 
upon no kind of tradition. Already the difficulties within the course of the 
narrative and of the structure of the discourses force us, if they are not the 
consequence of later interference with the original Gospel, to suppose that the 
author used strange traditions or those of his own. We have already seen that 
linguist ic studies p rove that separate pieces of narrative were taken over. That 
doubrlesT^lso Tiolds true for the prologue of the Gospel. The extensive recent 
discussion about the origin and the original form of Jn. 1:1-18 is largely 
unanimous about the view that a ''Adyo^-hymn” composed in strophes was ex¬ 
panded by the evangelist and shaped into the prologue of the Gospel. In favor 
of this theory are not only the numerous words not found elsewhere in the 
Gospel for themes which are major in the Gospel (xd/Dt9, 7rA^pw/xa, koAtto?, 
€$7}y€0fiaL; see Teeple, JBL 1962, 284), but also the prose interpolations which 
express characteristic thoughts of the evangelist (e.g., 1:6-8, 13, 15, 17). In 
other respects opinions vary widely. Is the revised hymn of Christian origin (the 
view which will probably yet prove to be right; see especially E. Kasemann, 
"Aufbau und Anliegen des joh. Prologs,” Lihertas Christiana, Festschr. F. 
Delekat, 1957, 75 ff.; R. Schnackenburg, ‘Togoshymnus und joh. Prolog,” BZ, 
N.F. 1, 1957, 69 ff.) or a Baptist hymn (so Bultmann, Komm.; Schulz, Reden, 
7 flP., here also the history of criticism) ? Which verses are original and which are 
additions? Here it becomes evident in an exemplary fashion that we are able 
to recognize with great probability large pieces of narrative and discourse ma¬ 
terial of John as taken over from the oral tradition (e.g., Noack, 108, 124, 
136), but that we can hardly determine the exact extent and the exact form of 
the tradition which has been taken up. 

The solution advocated by Boismard (RB 1961) that the author of John 
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combined various drafts of his own, which, e.g., can be distinguished through a 
development from a traditional futuristic eschatology to a present eschatology, 
is noteworthy, even if the difficulty is not thereby solved as to why the author 
did not harmonize the differing texts. The fact that the insight into the depend¬ 
ence of John upon oral tradition certainly does not mean that ”the beginnings 
of the Johannine tradition are just as old as those of the Synoptic” (Gyllen- 
berg, 146), will come to light when we ask about the comparative-religion back¬ 
ground of this tradition. 

But before that we must once more take up the question of how we can 
explain the presence in John of numerous contradictions and abrupt shifts in 
thought. We shall mention here two theses which seek to solve this problem 
without the supposition of later tampering with the Gospel. According to the 
one view, the inconcinnities are explained on the grounds that in John we have 
to do with the work of an old man (Hoffmann, Michaelis, Albertz, Strathmann, 
Grundmann). It is, however, very questionable whether anyone would have 
hit upon this view upon the basis of the Gospel itself, if the tradition of the early 
church did not exist that the apostle John wrote this Gospel at a great age. 
But this tradition is late (see below, pp. 168 ff.), and the psychology of old age 
can hardly explain topographical and chronological inconsistencies. To be taken 
more seriously is the other view that the author left his work uncompleted 
when he died (Feine-Behm, Strathmann, Schnackenburg, LThK V, 1101, F.-M. 
Braun, Jean, 24 f., Wilkens; questioningly, Kasemann, NGG 1957, 147). Meth¬ 
odologically, there is no objection against this proposal, though we cannot quite 
understand why the editor did not remove the all too obvious difficulties (6:1!). 
If this conjecture remains as a possibility, then we may ask whether the inten¬ 
tion of the author does not offer another possibility of explanation. 


4. The Relation of the Gospel of John to Contemporary 
Religious Thought 

The most striking difference between the discourses of the Johannine Jesus 
and the Jesus of the Synoptics is the completely different language which Jesus 
speaks in John. We mean language, not so much in a grammatical and stylistic 
sense, as the world of concepts. To be sure, the language of John in the nar¬ 
rower sense presents a problem. For in view of the strongly Semitic character of 
the language of John a translation of John out of the Aramaic has often been 
conjectured (Burney, Torrey, de Zwaan, Eckhardt; Boismard, RcchB III, 41 ff., 
gives fanciful examples of Aramaisms which are supposed to be found in manu¬ 
script variants), or occasionally a translation has been proposed only in respect 
to a source used in the Gospel (Manson, Bultmann, RGG III, 844, Hunter; 
cf. also Feuillet in Robert-Feuillet, 659). But Bonsirven has pointed out numer¬ 
ous features in John’s Greek which cannot be explained by a translation from 
the Aramaic. Colwell has shown the relationship of the language of John to 
that of Epictetus, and Kilpatrick the close proximity to the language of the 
LXX. Barrett has demonstrated that we do not need to suppose any faulty 
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translations. The supposition of a translation of John out of the Aramaic is, 
therefore, to be rejected. Yet we must grant that the author either thinks in 
Aramaic, but writes in Greek (Dodd, Bultmann, Barrett), or at least lives in a 
bilingual environment. 

The actual historical problem, however, is the origin of the conceptual world 
in which, in John, the evangelist himself, as well as Jesus, the Baptist, and the 
Jews speak. This language is characterized by the opposites of light and darkness, 
falsehood and truth, above and below, 6 irar^p as related to 6 vto?, the numerous 
eyw £t/x6-sayings of Jesus, salvation concepts like water of life, bread of life, and 
light of the world. This Johannine language describes Jesus as **him whom the 
Father has sent,” who has ascended into heaven, etc., and in all these ways is 
differentiated from the Palestinian-Jewish conceptual world of the synoptic 
Jesus. In spite of that, attempts have repeatedly been made to understand John 
exclusively against the background of the OT and of rabbinic Judaism 
(Schlatter, Biichsel [see WGK, NT, 500 ff.], Hoskyns, F.-M. Braun, RB 195 5). 
But these attempts fail to see that the Johannine Christology, with its myth of 
the Son who returns to the Father, can as little have its roots in Pharisaic 
Judaism as can the dualistic language. Moreover, any kind of familiarity with the 
views of the rabbis nowhere is evident in John (against Dodd, Interpretation, 
75 ff.; correct: Haenchen, ThRdsch 1955, 322 f., Schulz, Redeit, 151 f.). Just as 
little can the language of John be explained against the background of the 
Greeks or of philosophical Hellenism. The earlier favorite view that the Aoyo?- 
concept of the prologue and the Johannine “God mysticism” have their nearest 
parallels in Philo (earlier views in Schmid, 14 ff.) is today chiefly advocated by 
Dodd (John “certainly presupposes a range of ideas having a remarkable resem¬ 
blance to those of Hellenistic Judaism, as represented by Philo.” Interpretation, 
73; cf. also Goodspeed, 308 (see p. 28): “In fact, the gospel [of John] may be 
said to be intensely Greek from Prologue to Epilogue in every fiber of both 
thought and language”; Heard, Klijn). It is noteworthy that Dodd also would 
like to suppose a decided relationship of John to the Hermetic writings (see 
H. Schwabl, LTHK V, 1960, 257 f.; Dorrie, RGG ^ III, 1959, 265). For the 
indubitable similarity of John to many conceptions of this late Hellenistic, 
philosophical, mystical religiousness (cf. the parallels in Dodd, Interpretation, 
34 f., 50 f., and F.-M. Braun, Revne Thomhte 1955, 259 ff., 263 fi., 275 ff.), 
precisely like his parallels with Philo, is not based upon John’s connection with 
the Hellenistic interpretation of the world and his attempt to make the Christian 
message acceptable to the educated Greek (“John sets forth a synthesis of 
Jewish and Greek thought,” Barrett, Comm., 32). On the contrary, funda¬ 
mental concepts of the Hermetica are missing in John (see Kilpatrick, 40), and 
the glittering and finally impersonal Aoyos-concept of Philo cannot explain the 
personal Adyo? of John. That John indeed shows a striking relationship to Philo 
and the Hermetica rests rather upon the fact that the Hellenistic Jew, as well 
as the Gentile mystic, took up concepts from that form of religion in late 
antiquity which also influenced John, namely. Gnosticism (see Bultmann, NTSt 
1954-55, 78 f.). 
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Since the conceptual world of John can be explained neither from orthodox 
Palestinian Judaism nor from Hellenistic philosophy and mysticism, scholar¬ 
ship in recent decades has more and more drawn upon two other phenomena in 
order to make intelligible the origin of the Johannine conceptual world, 
Gentile Gnosticism, especially that of the Mandaeans, and heterodox Judaism, 
chiefly that in the writings of the Qumran community. Already J. D. Michaelis 
noted in John a polemic '^against disciples of John, Mandaeans,” i.e., he observed 
a polemic connection with non-Christian Gnosticism (see above, p. 27; II, ^1788, 
1140). In 1903 W. Wrede (see WGK, NT, 384 f.) sketched hastily the con¬ 
jecture '"that views conditioned by Gnosticism lie at the basis of the Gospel.” 
But the question of a Gnostic background of John first became of pressing 
importance in 1925 when R. Bultmann drew upon the writings of the Mandaeans 
(which in the meantime had been made accessible through translation by 
Lidzbarski) and further upon the half-Jewish, half-Christian, Gnostic *'Odes 
of Solomon” and Manichean texts, in order to reconstruct the Gnostic myth 
used by John. Also W. Bauer in his commentary (Hdb., ^1925) made extensive 
use of Mandaean texts for the clarification of John. But against this usage of 
the Mandaean texts there arose a strong opposition. Especially H. Lietzmann 
{Beitrag zitr Mandcierfrage, 1930) made an impact through his contention that 
the Mandaeans were a religious community which first arose in the Byzantine- 
Arabic period in the region of the Euphrates, so that primitive Christianity 
could not have had any contact with it (see on this entire discussion, WGK, 
NT, 449 ff.). Whereas most scholars rejected this supposition of the connec¬ 
tion of John with an Oriental Gnosticism, especially as understood by the 
Mandaeans, Odeberg (1929), Bauer (Hdb., ^1933), and Bultmann (Meyer 
II 1941) made the thesis of a Gnostic background for John the basis of 
their commentaries. Schweizer and Becker pointed out in detail the nearness of 
the Johannine conceptual world to Oriental Gnosticism. At that time the 
question was already raised upon the basis of later Jewish mystical texts whether 
already at the time of primitive Christianity there was not a Jewish Gnosticism 
which was especially related to Mandaean conceptual forms, and which we are 
to suppose was the spiritual foundation for the Johannine conceptual world 
(Odeberg, Komm., 215 f.; H. Schlier, **Zur Mandaerfragc,” ThRdsch, N.F. 5, 
1933, 32; Fischel). 

Tlie publication since 1948 of the writings of the community at Qumran 
created a new situation. Already upon the basis of the first publications of frag¬ 
ments K. G. Kuhn maintained: *Tn these new texts we get to lay hold upon 
the native soil of John, and this native soil is ... a Palestinian-Jewish sectarian 
piety of Gnostic structure” ('*Die in Paliistina gefundenen hebr. Texte und das 
NT,” ZThK 47, 1950, 210). Since then the comparison of the extensive pub¬ 
lished texts with John has convinced many scholars that in some way the author 
of John was influenced by the concepts of the Qumran community (see K. G. 
Kuhn [lately in 1962], F.-M. Braun, RB 195 5, Mowry, Albright, Boismard, 
BdJ, Schnackenburg, LTliK V, J. A. T. Robinson, StEv, Hunter, Schulz, Rcden, 
161, Stauffer, Smith, Grundmann, O. Cullmann, '*The Significance of the Qum- 
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ran Texts for Research Into the Beginnings of Christianity,*’ in The Scrolls and 
the NT, edited by K. Stendahl, 1957, 25 flF., etc. Brown and Higgins think of an 
indirect connection). Some have also thought it possible to clarify this connection 
more precisely: The evangelist was a pupil of John the Baptist, and the Baptist 
grew up in the Qumran community, or in any case belonged to it for a while 
(F.-M. Braun, Brown, Stauffer, J. A. T. Robinson). As an alternative, the pos¬ 
sibility has been discussed that the evangelist, who wrote in Ephesus, could 
have come into contact with the thought-world of Qumran through the Bap¬ 
tist’s disciples in Ephesus (Acts 19:1 ff.) or through Qumran people who 
after the year 70 came to Ephesus with their writings (Brown, F.-M. Braun). 
Cullmann seeks to show that the '^Hellenists” in Acts 6:1; 9:29 are identical 
with the aAAot, who, according to Jn. 4:38, began the Samaritan mission, and 
that the opposition to the temple which characterizes both groups also char¬ 
acterizes John. He would like to conclude from these observations that the 
author of John, like the "Hellenists,” stemmed from a syncretistic Judaism 
standing near to Qumran. 

These attempts to make understandable a supposed influence upon John by 
the thought-world of Qumran are, to be sure, hardly tenable. That the evangelist 
was a pupil of John the Baptist proves true only under the supposition that 
the evangelist is identical with the "Beloved Disciple,” and that the Beloved 
Disciple in turn is identical with one of the two brothers whom we find pre¬ 
supposed in 1:40, all of which is extremely questionable (see below, pp. 165 ff.). 
Moreover, no one has made it probable that John the Baptist was ever a fol¬ 
lower or a disciple at Qumran (cf. H. Braun, ThRdsch 1962, 202 f., 209 f.). 
Especially the alleged influence of Qumran upon the evangelist in Ephesus is 
completely a fabrication. Cullmann’s suggestion that the aAAot mentioned in 
Jn. 4:38 were missionaries to Samaria and were identical with the "Hellenists” 
is an unprovable conjecture, particularly since the opposition against the temple 
in Jerusalem in Jn. 4 and in Qumran has a completely different character (see 
H. Braun, ibid,, 212 , 214). 

But even if the attempts to trace back historically the connection of John 
with the thought-world of Qumran are not tenable, the question remains 
whether this connection is not forced upon us by virtue of the similar concep¬ 
tions of John and the Scrolls. We are referred to the ethical dualism, joined 
with the conception of creation, to the predestinarian distinction between "the 
sons of light’” and those who "remain in darkness,” between men who "are of 
the truth” and those who "are of your father the devil,” and to concepts like 
"to bear witness to truth,” "light of life,” etc. We cannot deny that these are 
striking parallels, and that occasionally a Johannine expression is attested else¬ 
where only in Qumran {fxaprvpdv ry dXrjOda Jn. 5:33, compared with "witnesses 
of the truth” 1 QS 8, 6; cf. H. Braun, ibid,, 214 f.). But in answer to that, 
we observe, on the one hand, that the parallels of the Qumran texts to John 
are found in the majority of cases also in other late Jewish writings, above all in 
the apocalypses (see the evidence in Teeple, NovT 1960, 18 ff., and H. Braun), 
and, on the other hand, that the context of thought of the dualism in Qumran 
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is completely different from that in John: In Qumran it describes the relation 
to the radically interpreted cultic law and to the organized group of the "unity” 
(jachad); in John, the decision according to faith for the "Sent One” and the 
"being at one,” "as Christ and the Father are one” (Jn. 17:22). The conception 
of the "new covenant,” which is characteristic of Qumran, is missing from John. 
Conversely, the figure of a divine redeemer plays no role at all in Qumran 
(the messianic expectation is purely futuristic). But above all, the following 
have no point of contact at all in Qumran: the mythological Christology of 
John and, connected with that, the Gnosticized discourses of John about, e.g., the 
"coming from the Father,” the "being born again from above,” and the eyw ct/xt- 
predicates. We must conclude, therefore, that John and the community at 
Qumran presuppose a common background, but that the thought-world of 
Qumran cannot be the native soil of the Johannine thought-forms (so Bultmann, 
Baumbach, Teeple, NovT 1960, H. Braun). 

Because in the writings of the Mandaeans we find not only numerous parallels 
to the dualistic language of John, but also because the Mandaean myth of the 
heavenly Revealer shows clear parallels to the Johannine conception of the One 
sent from heaven, Bultmann, Bauer, and others have drawn extensively upon 
Mandaean mythological Gnosticism as a help in reconstructing the spiritual 
background of John. They presuppose that the Mandaean religion, which we 
first learn to know in its writings from the seventh and eighth centuries in 
the region of the Euphrates, goes back in its early stages to the time of late 
Hellenism and the Syrian Occident. In support of this presupposition they 
adduce, in addition to linguistic and historical reasons, the relationship of the 
"Odes of Solomon” (preserved in Syriac manuscripts) with the Johannine and 
Mandaean conceptual world. On the other hand, FI. Lietzmann and many others 
have denied the correctness of this argumentation (on the state of the discussion 
at that time see, on the one hand, H. Schlier, "Zur Mandiierfrage,” ThRdsch, 
N.F. 5, 1933, 1 ff., 69 ff., and Schweizer, 46 ff.; and, on the other hand, against 
a western origin of the Mandaean religion, F. Rosenthal, Aramahthche Forsc/mng 
[see above, p. 45], 224 ff.). But the investigation since about 1940, based upon 
texts newly published by Lady Drower and upon work undertaken in separating 
the layers within the Mandaean texts, in increasing degree has agreed upon the 
fact that the Mandaean religion, in any case in its roots, belongs to the chrono¬ 
logical and spatial proximity of primitive Christianity, and either originated 
directly from a Gnosticized Judaism, or at least appeared very early in a polemi¬ 
cal exchange with a syncretistic Judaism: "In its fundamental features the 
Mandaean religion stands in the circle of Judaized (western) Gnosticism, which 
made itself known in the eastern regions bordering the Syrian-Palestinian cul¬ 
tural sphere in the form of baptismal sects” (K. Rudolph, Die Maud Her. 1, 
Prolegomena: Das Maud Her problem, FRLANT 74, 1960, 175. Besides this com¬ 
prehensive work (bibl.!), there are the following surveys: W. Baumgartner, 
"Der heutige Stand der Mandaerfrage,” ThZ 6, 1950, 401 ff.; idem, "Zur 
Mandaerfrage,” Hebrew Union College Annual 23, 1950-51, 41 ff.; Haenchen, 
ThRdsch 1955, 314 ff.; R. Macuch, "Alter und Heimat des Mandaismus nach 
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neuerschlossenen Quellen,” ThLZ 82, 1957, 401 flF.; Schulz, Redeii, 170 ff.; 
ideiUy *‘Die Bedcutung neiicr Gnosisfunde fiir die ntl. Wisscnschaft,” ThRdsch, 
N.F. 26, 1960, 301 ff.; C. Colpc, art. '*Mandacr,’’ RGG ^ IV, 1960, 709 ff.; 
J. Schmid, art. “Mandaismus,” LThK VI, 1961, 1343 ff.; G. Widengren, "Die 
Mandaer,” Haiidbuch der Oricntalistik I, 8, 1961, 83 ff.). With these insights 
it is confirmed that John could not have been influenced by the Mandaean texts 
which have been preserved, indeed, that a direct connection of John with Man¬ 
daean or primitive Mandaean circles is out of the question. Yet the similarity 
of the Johannine and the Mandaean conceptions, repeatedly observed (Rudolph, 
Widengren), points to the conclusion that the Mandaean texts are late and de¬ 
formed witnesses for a Jewish Gnosticism which took form on the edge of Juda¬ 
ism, and which is to be accepted as the spiritual background of John. 

This problem of a pre-Christian Gnosticism and of a Gnosticizing Judaism 
is still completely in flux. Yet two facts can hardly be denied: a) The "Odes of 
Solomon” (translation by W. Bauer, "Die Oden Salomos,” Kleine Texte 64, 1933 
in Hennecke-Schneemelcher, NT Apocrypha, II), which originated in the 
second century, are doubtless documents of a Christian Gnosticism, but a 
Gnosticism whose dualism was softened through Jewish influence (conception 
of creation, eschatology). The original language of these poems, which have 
been transmitted in Syriac (in part, also Coptic; one ode in Greek), has not 
been established, yet there is something to be said for Syriac as the original lan¬ 
guage (see A. Adam, "Die urspriingliche Sprache der Salomo-Oden,” ZNW 
52, 1961, 141 ff.; cf. in general S. Schulz, art. "Salomo-Oden,” RGG ^ V, 1961, 
1339 ff.; J. Schmid, art. "Oden Salomos,” LTliK VII, 1962, 1094 f.). In any 
case, there exist strong similarities between the "Odes of Solomon,” John, and 
Ignatius. A dependence of the "Odes of Solomon” upon John (Schmid, op, cit.) 
is extremely improbable. For the "Odes of Solomon,” whose Gnostic Christianity 
doubtless results from a touching up of the original, presuppose a Gnosticism in¬ 
fluenced by Judaism, which is related as well with John as with the writings of 
the Mandaeans (see R. M. Grant, JBL 1944). b) There doubtless was a Jewish 
Gnosticism late in the second century which speculated over divine figures of 
revelation, the throne of Yahweh, journeys to heaven, etc. Evidence of this 
Jewish Gnosticism is found in certain Talmudic traditions, the Apocalypse of 
Abraham, and particular components of the earlier apocalyptic (e.g.. Apocalypse 
of Enoch, 14). But we are not able to know about these currents with detailed 
precision (cf. Fischcl; P. Winter, ThLZ 195 5, 144 ff.; Wikenhauser, Introd.y 
310 ff.; G. Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysficisin, 1941, pp. 73 ff.; Quispel 
would prefer to speak of a "Jewish pre-Gnosticism,” and similarly Higgins, 17). 

These two observations permit us to suppose with certainty that Gnosticism 
as a dualistic-mythological religion of redemption through revelation and knowl¬ 
edge was pre-Christian. And observations based upon the opponents of Paul in 
Corinth and Colossae, upon the false teachers of Jude and I John, and likewise 
upon the earliest witnesses of Christian Gnosticism and the prehistory of the 
Mandaean religion also point in the same direction (see below, 55^7:3; 21:3, 4; 
29:2; 31:3; cf. W. Foerster, "Das Wesen der Gnosis,” Die Welt als Geschichte 
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14, 1954, 100 ff.; R. Schnackenburg, in *'Kcrygma und Mythos” V, 1955, 89; 
E. Haenchen, art. *'Gnosis und NT,” RGG ^ II, 1958, 1652 ff.; S. Schulz, *'Die 
Bcdcutung neuer Gnosisfunde fiir die ntl. Wisscnschaft,” ThRdsch, N.F. 26, 
1960, 209 fF., 301 fF., especially 329 IF.; Barrett, Piper-Festschr.—The existence 
of a pre-Christian Gnosticism has recently been denied by C. Colpe, art. ‘‘Gnosis, 
Religionsgeschichtlich,” RGG ^ II, 1958, 1648 fF.; J. Munck, “The NT and 
Gnosticism,” Current Issues in NT Interpretation, Festschr. O. Piper, 1962, 
224 fF.; K. G. Kuhn, 121 f.). 

From all of these considerations, there follows undoubtedly the probability 
that the background of the Johannine thought-world was a form of Jewish 
Gnosticism, which bore a stronger mythological character than the thought- 
world of the Qumran community, and which, above all, knew the myth char¬ 
acteristic of John, that of the descending and ascending envoy (thus besides 
Bultmann: Kasemann, VuF 1946-47; R. M. Grant, JBL 1950, 321 f.; F. C. 
Grant, The Gospels, 1957, 159, 58 f.; Haenchen, ThRdsch 195 5, 324 FF.; Schulz, 
Reden, 123, 186; J. A. T. Robinson, NTSt 1959-60, 130; H. Braun, ThRdsch 
1962, 219; with reservations, Schnackenburg, LThK V, 1102). As confirmation 
of this contention is the observation that the Johannine Christological self¬ 
predications with lyu) eifXL nowhere have such close parallels as in Mandaean texts 
(Schweizer, Schulz, Reden, 119 fF.). There is also the proof of the stylistic close¬ 
ness of the Johannine to the Gnostic revelation discourses (see above all Becker, 
14 fi.). In addition, two other statements serve to confirm this view, a) F.-M. 
Braun (Cullmann-Festschr.) has again pointed out that the prologue of John 
and the Johannine conception of Jesus’ revelation of the divine mysteries to his 
own is reminiscent in many respects of conceptions and formulations of the 
Jewish wisdom literature. Already Bultmann had called special attention to this 
relationship and indicated that these sayings about wisdom belong within the 
conceptual range of the descending Revealer which comes to expression with 
special clarity in Gnostic contexts (“Der religionsgeschichtliche Hintergrund 
des Prologs zum Joh.,” Eucharisterion II, Festschr. H. Gunkel, FRLANT, N.F., 
19, 2, 1923, 3 ff.). The parallels of John with wisdom literature in these con¬ 
ceptions, therefore, prove that John could find a part of the conceptions pre¬ 
supposed for Jewish Gnosticism already in the wisdom literature influenced by 
Hellenism, whereas neither the ethical dualism nor the combining of preexistence 
Christology with the myth of the descending Revealer can be explained from 
wisdom literature alone, b) Barrett (Pipcr-Festschr.) has compared John with 
one of the Gnostic writings which belongs to the find of Gnostic manuscripts 
in the Coptic language from Nag Hamadi, the “Gospel of Truth” (on this 
manuscript discovery, to which belongs also the Gospel of Thomas mentioned 
above, pp. 57 f., cf. the report by S. Schultz, ThRdsch, N.F. 26, 1960, 237 fF., 
and especially on the Gospel of Truth, pp. 258 ff.; English translation by K. 
Grobel, The Gospel of Truth, 1960). This sermon, stemming from the middle 
of the second century, has incorrectly received the designation of “gospel.” 
Whether this writing belongs to the “Valentinian” form of Christian Gnosticism 
is disputed. Barrett shows that John and this original Gnostic writing, in spite 
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of their many linguistic parallels, diverge completely in their use of central 
theological concepts, and infers correctly that John consciously took up pre- 
Christian Gnostic language in an anti-Gnostic sense, because '"Gnosticism raised 
questions which the theologian could not overlook.” 

Thus we can see clearly that John is considerably indebted for his conceptual 
world, especially as it appears in the Johannine Jesus discourses, to a heterodox 
Jewish-Gnostic milieu, which must be supposed on the edge of Palestinian 
Judaism, and which was strongly influenced by a Syrian mythological Gnosti¬ 
cism. Although a direct connection of John with the form of heterodox Judaism 
as it has become known to us from the writings of the Qumran community 
has turned out to be improbable, the literature from Qumran can teach us two 
things about the position of John in respect to other religions. 1) In addition 
to Pharisaic orthodoxy there were quite diverse forms of Jewish thought and 
life, to which belonged not only the Qumran community and Jewish syncretistic 
baptismal groups but also Jewish-Gnostic groups (see J. Thomas, "Le mouve- 
ment baptiste en Palestine et Syrie,” Dissertationes theologicae Lovanienses II, 
28, 1935). 2) The fact that we previously had no idea of the form of Jewish 
thought which the accidental discovery of the caves at Qumran made accessible 
to us, must make us consider the possibility that still other forms of Jewish 
thought not directly available to us could have existed. Although we can only 
approximately delimit the spiritual background of John, we have, nevertheless, 
obtained an important indication of the circumstances of the origin of John. 

5. The Purpose and Theological Character of the Gospel of John 

In his conclusion (20:30 f.), the author of John himself expresses the aim 
which he follows: "Now Jesus did many other signs in the presence of the dis¬ 
ciples, which are not written in this book; but these are written that you may 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may 
have life in his name.” It cannot be decided with certainty whether in 20:31 
TTtcrTemjTe (B 0) or TTL(jreu(n)T€ (the majority of manuscripts) is to be read 
(probably the present tense). But even if 7n(TT€vr]Te is original, in view of the 
irregular use of tenses in John we cannot decide upon this basis whether the 
readers presupposed are Christians who are to be strengthened in the faith, or 
men who are to be won to the faith (see Barrett, ZsystTh 1953, 258). Accord¬ 
ingly, the following proposals have been advanced: 1) The author is thinking 
primarily of non-Christians, to whom the Christian faith is supposed to be 
made intelligible (Dodd; similarly C. F. D. Moule, "Tlie Intention of the 
Evangelists,” NT Essays m Memory of T. W. Manson, 1959, 168). 2) John 
is a "Programmschrift” to Baptist communities (StauflFer, ThLZ 1956, 146). 
3) John writes for Jews and for Gentiles influenced by Hermetic religiousness 
(F.-M. Braun, Revue Thoiniste 195 5, 294). 4) John is written to win Jews 
of the Diaspora to faith in Jesus the Messiah (a view which Smith, van Unnik, 
and J. A. T. Robinson [NTSt 1959-60] have attempted to demonstrate in 
detail). Now just as it is correct to say, on the one hand, that John strives 
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to show that Jesus of Nazareth is the one **of whom Moses in the law and also 
the prophets wrote” (1:45), so it is also correct to say, on the other hand, that 
the Jesus of John designates himself as the ‘‘good shepherd” and the **true 
vine” (10:11, 14; 15:1), and thereby separates himself polemically from 
thieves and hirelings (10:8, 10, 12), i.e., from salvation figures who erroneously 
claim this title (see Schulz, Reden, 122 f.). Although John thus plainly seeks to 
establish that faith in Jesus is the fulfillment of Judaism, as well as the true 
Gentile religion, the missionary character is missing throughout the Gospel. 
That becomes clear, not only in that the evangelist repeatedly alludes to states 
of affairs which are reported in the Synoptic Gospels, but above all in those 
statements of the Gospel which summon Christians to ‘‘continue in my word” 
(cf. 6:67 15:4ff.). John is, therefore, primarily written in order to establish 

and secure the faith of Christians (e.g., Feine-Behm, Barrett, ZsystTh 1953, 
272, Higgins, 13 f., 21, Schnackenburg, LThK V, 1102). 

In the light of this intention we can understand the polemical features which 
John exhibits. 1) Irenaeus (Haer. Ill, 11, 7) supposes that John polemizes 
against the Gnostic, Cerinthus, and this view has found supporters to this day 
(Wikenhauser, Meinertz, Hopfl-Gut, Grundmann). But what we know about 
Cerinthus (the separation of an upper and lower God, separation of the Spirit 
from Jesus before the passion—see R. M. Grant, JBL 1950, H. Rahner, LThK 
VI, 1961, 120), is no object of John’s polemic (as also of I John; see below, 
531:3), and thus the statement of Irenaeus hardly proves true (so R. M. Grant, 
loc. ciL, Michaelis, Michel, CBL). We are not denying that John contains a 
polemic against Gnostic thoughts, which follows not only from the formula¬ 
tions which exclude all Docetism (like 1:14; 6:53 f.; 19:34), but also from the 
exclusive claim to salvation-predicates for Jesus which were ascribed to Gnostic 
figures of revelation (shepherd, vine, the envoy, etc., Jn. 10:11; 15:1; 5:36, 
etc.; cf. Schulz, Reden, 121). John lays claim to the language of Gnosticism 
in order to show to Christians that Jesus is the true Revealer. 

2) As Bretschneider already noted, some texts of John (1:7 f., 15, 20-27; 
3:26-30; 5:33-36; 10:41) show a front against John the Baptist and his dis¬ 
ciples. Since Baldensperger, many have accepted this interpretation (e.g., 
Michaelis, Wikenhauser, Feine-Behm, Henshaw, Howard, Michel, Schnacken¬ 
burg, Johannesjimger; to the contrary. Smith, 50 f., J. A. T. Robinson, NTSt 
1959-60, 130). The Baptist himself in John stresses repeatedly that he is not 
the prophet, not the Messiah, and points to Jesus, who alone must increase. 
Such statements are clearly directed against the overestimation of the Baptist 
which appears to have prevailed in the circles of the Baptist’s disciples (on the 
disciples of John cf. Acts 19:1 flF., and Schnackenburg, loc, cit,). If John does 
polemize against such veneration of the Baptist, then it must have been a 
certain danger for the reader. Yet this polemic is only a relatively slightly em¬ 
phasized motif. 

3) Weizsiicker first called attention to a polemical opposition to Judaism in 
John. Wrede, Jiilicher-Fascher, and R. M. Grant (JBL 1950) have seen the 
actual purpose of John in the refutation of Jewish charges against Christianity. 
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But for Wikenhauscr, Mcincrtz, Feinc-Behm, FIcnshaw, Riddlc-FIutson, and 
Schnackcnburg (LTliK V) such a refutation is only a secondary purpose. Miss 
Guilding has sought to prove that John was written for Jewish Christians who 
recently had been excluded from the synagogue. As proof of the fulfillment of 
the Jewish system of worship in Jesus, John reproduces, in their original liturgical 
context, the sermons of Jesus, which originally were delivered in the context 
of the Jewish ecclesiastical year (pp. 54, 231). Now there can be no doubt 
that John polemizes especially sharply against *‘thc Jews,” who from the be¬ 
ginning wanted to destroy Jesus (cf. 5:16, 18, 37 f., 45; 7:1, 19; 8:22-24, 
37-59; 10:31-39; 19:7). And this opposition is so sharp that Jesus can speak 
to the Jews of "your law” (8:17; 10:34; see also "the word that is written in 
their law” [15:25] in the mouth of Jesus! Cf. Bultmann, Komm., Meyer II 
59, and supplement “, 16). That this picture of the opposition between Jesus 
and the Jews who deny him (there is also reference to believing Jews in 8:31; 
11:45; 12:11) gets its sharpness from the violent enmity between Jews and 
Christians at the time of the composition of John is proved by 16:2 f.: "They 
will put you out of the synagogues.” At the same time the enmity of the 
/cdtT/xo? against Jesus and his own (see the connection of 15:18 f. with 16:1 f.) 
is concretized in the enmity of the Jews against the Christians. Thus the polemic 
against Judaism certainly is an actual motif of John. But at the same time this 
polemic is taken up into the fundamentally dualistic representation of the 
opposition between the apxoiv tov kogt/hov tovtov and the Christ, who has over¬ 
come the KOdfiof; (12:31; 16:33). Miss Guilding’s conception of John’s apolo¬ 
getic purpose surely originated out of pure fantasy, for her proof is not success¬ 
ful in showing that the discourses of Jesus in John are arranged in connection 
with the OT readings of the synagogical year (see Haenchen’s criticism). 

If, therefore, John was written to encourage the faith of specific Christians 
and to strengthen it through polemic defense, then another problem forces 
itself upon us: How does the author of John want us to understand his represen¬ 
tation of Jesus, which is so different from that of the Synoptics? Clement of 
Alexandria (according to Eus., EH VI, 14, 17), beginning with the presupposi¬ 
tion that the author of John knew the Synoptics, was the first to advocate the 
thesis that John, by complementing them, wished to excel them: "John, as the 
last, because he perceived that the corporeal things (ra o-w/xartKa) are presented 
in the Gospels, at the exhortation of his friends and impelled by the divine 
Spirit, wrote a spiritual Gospel (Tryey/uLaTtKou Troiijo-at a’ayycAior).” This "comple¬ 
ment hypothesis,” which often has been advocated until the present (cf., e.g., 
Goguel, Schafer, Sigge, Boismard, BdJ, Hopfl-Gut; in a limited way, Meinertz; 
for the history of the problem, Windisch, JohanneSy 1 ff.), and the related view, 
that John, upon the basis of better knowldege, wanted to correct the Synoptics 
(Stauffer, Historisebe Elcifiente, 33), have against them the fact that John 
nowhere clearly says that he is adding something new to that which is already 
known, and just as little says that he is correcting that which is already known. 
Hence Windisch has attempted to establish the thesis (already occasionally 
advocated before him) that John did not use the Synoptics and did not pre- 
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suppose that they were known by his readers. Rather, John wished to put the 
absolute gospel in the place of the Synoptics (then also Riddle-Hutson, Bauer, 
ThRdsch 1929, 139, R. M. Grant, HarvThR 1942, 95). But Windisch’s thesis 
is contrary to our conclusion that John obviously knew at least Mark and 
Luke and occasionally took them over (see above, pp. 143 f.). Furthermore, John 
more than once alludes to the account of the Synoptics and thereby clearly 
presupposes that the readers can expand the allusions upon the basis of their 
knowledge of the Synoptics, or at least of the synoptic tradition (1:25, baptismal 
activity of the Baptist; 1:32 f., baptism of Jesus; 3:24, imprisonment of the 
Baptist; 6:67, 70; 20:24, existence of the circle of the twelve; 12:16, participa¬ 
tion of the disciples in the journey of Jesus to Jerusalem; 18:40, alternative of 
releasing Jesus or Barabbas). But if John intends to be neither a complement 
nor an improvement nor a replacement of the Synoptics, which it knows and 
presupposes as somehow known by the readers, then there remains only one 
possibility: Under the tacit persupposition of acquaintanceship with Gospels 
already in existence, John, for its part, wants to give a representation of Jesus 
which will make known in a consummate manner that Jesus is the Christ, the 
Son of God” (20:31). John thus ‘'attempts to express adequately what already 
was contained in the earlier tradition” (Barrett, ZsystTh 1953, 269; similarly, 
Lightfoot, Bultmann). 

This independent representation of Jesus seeks, therefore, to give perfect 
expression to the Christian faith in Jesus, the Messiah and Son of God, and 
thus consistently proceeds from the image of faith of the Christian community: 
John “presents in a more systematic, more independent, and in a more grandiose 
manner than the Synoptics, not what Jesus was, but what the Christians have 
in Jesus” (Dibelius, RGG^ III, 3 50; similarly, E. Gaugler, “Das Christuszeugnis 
des Joh.,” in Jesns Chrisfus tm Xeugnis der Hdltgcn Schrift unci der Kirche, Beih. 
2 to EvTh, 1936, 41 f., Strathmann, NTD 22 f., and others). We are not 
saying that John wished to narrate no historical events and had at his disposal 
no historical traditions. The opposite is doubtless the case, as is shown by the re¬ 
peated topographical and geographical data of John. But the contention repeated 
again and again that the author of John claims to write as an eyewitness (e.g., 
Michaelis, Meinertz, Boismard, BdJ, Feine-Behm, Feuillet in Robert-Feuillet, 
Nunn, Stauffer, Eckhardt), simply does not prove true for chaps. 1-20: The 
first person plural in 1:14 ( eo-K^rwcrei/ eV rjfxiv, ideacrdfieda Tqv 86^ay avTOv) is 
doubtless the same as in 1:16 (ck tov 7r\r)pd>fxaTOf; avTov rjfxel^ Trcirres IXdJSofxev) 
and designates, therefore, the Christian experience of faith (see Bultmann and 
Barrett, ad /or.), and 19:3 5 appeals to the witness of a ecopaKds but in no wise 
indicates that the author is identical with this witness. And the thesis, which is 
defended in ever new form, that the author shows himself by his exact knowl¬ 
edge of geography and chronology and of particulars in the history of Jesus 
to be a Jerusalemite and an eyewitness (thus in varying form Michaelis, Feine- 
Behm, Albright, Potter, Fluntcr, Smith, Higgins, Gyllenberg, Manson, Sanders, 
Stauffer; for the authenticity of the discourses of Jesus, Albright, Guilding, 
Eckhardt), not only rests upon a fallacy, but is objectively false. Although we 
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do not deny that John contains historical reports (that perhaps holds true for 
the date of Jesus* death or for the going over of the Baptist’s disciples to 
Jesus), that can be proved only from case to case, and permits no inference 
as to whether or not the author was an eyewitness. And Eckhardt’s contention 
that Johannine discourse "is in truth Jesus* manner of discourse” (Eckhardt, 
52), is false, because the Gnosticized language of the Johannine Jesus obviously 
is that of the evangelist, and in any case cannot be that of Jesus of Nazareth, 
whom we learn to know in the Synoptic traditions. If, therefore, John wants to 
report history but consistently shapes it according to his faith in the Risen One, 
then the theological question about John which corresponds to the content of 
the Gospel is not the question, justified in itself, about John’s contribution to 
the history of Jesus, but the question whether John’s portrayal of Jesus, based 
upon faith, as the Son of God come from heaven is an interpretation in con¬ 
formity with the essence of God’s historical act of salvation in Jesus. For the 
answer to this question it is immaterial that the author cannot have been an 
eyewitness (as is proved in any case by his reproduction of the discourses of 
Jesus). 


6. The Author 

Since the days of the Alogoi, and especially since the beginning of the nine¬ 
teenth century, the problem of the authorship of John has been encumbered in 
a twofold way. On the one hand, composition by John, the son of Zebedee, 
who is named in the tradition, has been passionately defended by those who 
thought that the apostolic authority or the historical trustworthiness of John 
was dependent upon it. On the other hand, this tradition has been attacked just 
as violently because with the incorrectness of this tradition the historical or 
theological doubtfulness of this Gospel appeared to be established. Since both 
conclusions are false, we should, in our own discussion of the question of author¬ 
ship, seek to state dispassionately what we really can and cannot know. 

John does not name its author in chaps. 1-20, and where the author includes 
himself with others in a "we,” he does not indicate that he writes as an eyewit¬ 
ness, as we have already seen. In the second half of the Gospel we meet the 
disciple oi/ y^yaira or ecplXei 6 *lrjaov^ (13:23-25; 19:26 f.; 20:2-8), but the 
Gospel itself offers no help in the identification of this person. It is only clear that 
this "Beloved Disciple” stands with Peter in some kind of competitive relation¬ 
ship. We can also ask whether the aAAos fxaOrjr^f; (18:15 f.), who, as an ac¬ 
quaintance of the high priest, leads Peter into the court of the high priestly 
palace, is identical with the Beloved Disciple, for the latter is also designated as 
o dAAo 9 fxaOrjT^^ in 20:3, 8. But since this characterization in 20:3 refers back 
to TOF ttAAoi/ ixa0r]T^v ov €</)tAet 6 Tt^covs in 20:2, the question about the identity 
of the dAAos fiaOrjTTjs (18:15 f.) cannot be clearly answered. Should the Be¬ 
loved Disciple also be meant here, there results here, too, a superiority of the 
Beloved Disciple over Peter; that he was then designated as an acquaintance of 
the high priest helps no further. If the reference in 19:3 5 were certain, this 
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passage would be more significant than 18:15 f. In 19:26, outside of the women 
standing by the cross, only the Beloved Disciple is mentioned, to whom Jesus 
entrusts his mother (19:26 f.). Then the death of Jesus and the confirmation 
of his death by the soldiers are reported, in connection with which water and 
blood flow out of Jesus’ spear-pierced side (19:28-34). Then in 19:3 5 follows 
the sentence: **He who saw it has borne witness—his testimony is true, and 
he knows that he tells the truth—that you also may believe.” Since only 
the Beloved Disciple was mentioned as present at the cross (in addition to the 
women), it is natural to find him mentioned in the ewpa/cw? and witness of 
19:3 5, though, to be sure, that is not clearly said. Yet it remains unclear whether 
€K€tvo9 in V. 3 5Z? also means the eojpaKw? or another person (e.g., Jesus, according 
to Bultmann, Hoskyns, Strathmann, ac/ loc., and others). But the equating of 
cKctro9 and 6 loypaKO)^ is by far the most natural hypothesis (see Barrett, ad loc,). 
If both suppositions prove true, that in 19:35 the Beloved Disciple is meant 
and that knowledge concerning the truth of his witness is ascribed to him, then 
it follows that the evangelist, at least for what took place at Jesus’ death, can 
cite an eyewitness as authority. If that all does turn out to be correct, then 
the question still remains fully open of how far beyond the scenes at which 
he is mentioned this Beloved Disciple is presupposed as a witness, and his identity 
then also remains unknown. But according to 19:3 5, he can hardly be identical 
with the author. In view of Jn. 1—20 we can come no further. The Gospel 
of John is, therefore, anonymous. 

The Gospel of John, of course, has been handed down only together with 
the supplement, ch. 21. We have seen that factual and linguistic reasons make 
it very probable that this supplement was attached to the Gospel by a strange 
hand, yet the linguistic relationship indicates that the enlarger(s) was strongly 
dependent upon the author. Here we meet again the juxtaposition of Peter and 
the Beloved Disciple (21:7). Peter, to whom Jesus gave the commission to lead 
the disciples but also prophesied his martyrdom (21:15-19), then sees the Be¬ 
loved Disciple, asks Jesus about him, and receives the puzzling answer, ‘Tf it 
is my will that he remain until I come, what is that to you?” (21:22). If 21:23 
stresses that Jesus did not intend to say that the Beloved Disciple would not 
die before the parousia, then this correction would have meaning only if the 
Beloved Disciple had died in the meantime. 21:24^^ follows with the statement 
that this Beloved Disciple “is the disciple who is bearing witness to these things, 
and who has written these things.” In all probability Trepl rovTiav as well as 
ravTa refers to the entire Gospel. It is, therefore, maintained that the Beloved 
Disciple, who has died in the meantime, is an eyewitness (at least according to 
19:35) and the author of John. 21:24b adds, “and we know that his testimony 
is true,” which can only mean that the Christians or the Christian churches, 
quite generally, which are speaking here can certify to the trustworthiness of 
the author of the Gospel (cf. 3:11). From 21:23 on, the author himself cannot 
be speaking, and since there is no sufficient reason for detaching these verses from 
the remainder of ch. 21, the insight is confirmed that the entire ch. 21 cannot 
stem from the author of Jn. 1-20. The author of ch. 21, in attaching the supple- 
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ment, follows in any case the intention of designating the Beloved Disciple 
as the author of the Gospel, something which the author of chaps. 1-20 did 
not do, and which does not correspond to the manner in which the Beloved 
Disciple is spoken of in chaps. 13-20. 

Ch. 21 certainly also does not help us any further in the identification of 
the Beloved Disciple. To be sure, we must conclude from 21:7 that the Beloved 
Disciple named there must belong to those named in 21:2 and to those who went 
fishing together, according to 21:3. Besides the three disciples who are named, 
there are enumerated there “the (sons) of Zebedee, and two others of his dis¬ 
ciples.” The ever-repeated contention, on the basis of the Synoptics, that the 
Beloved Disciple must be one of the two sons of Zebedee (e.g., Michaelis, Feine- 
Behm, Wikenhauser), is, in view of this text, completely unfounded. With the 
same right, the Beloved Disciple can be sought in one of the two unnamed dis¬ 
ciples mentioned. Thus the secret about the figure of the Beloved Disciple is 
also not disclosed in ch. 21. For that reason, the author of John, upon the 
basis of his own statements, remains unknown, even if the equating of the author 
with the Beloved Disciple, which is in discord with chaps. 1—20, could prove 
correct. 

Naturally, many have not rested content with the statement that the 
identity of the Beloved Disciple remains unknown to us. The traditional argu¬ 
mentation seeks to clarify his identity through a comparison with the Synoptics. 
Reference is made to the inference that the “disciple, whom Jesus loved” must 
be one of the three who, according to Mk. 5:37 par.; 9:2 par.; 14:33 par., were 
with Jesus when he took only the most intimate ones with him, Peter and the 
sons of Zebedee, James and John. Since Peter is named in addition to the Beloved 
Disciple, and James had already died in 44, it is only a matter of John, the 
son of Zebedee, as the Beloved Disciple and author of John. Some find a con¬ 
firmation to this conclusion in l:40f. They contend that if we emphasize 
TTpwTov and read that first of all Andrew brought his brother Simon Peter to 
Jesus, then it follows that the remaining, unnamed second one of the disciples 
of the Baptist who came over to Jesus, likewise brought his brother to Jesus, 
so that John, like the Synoptics (Mk. 1:16 flf.), presupposes the call of the sons 
of Zebedee at the beginning of Jesus’ activity (e.g., Michaelis, Feine-Behm, 
Wikenhauser in the supposition that the Beloved Disciple is the author; McNeilc- 
Williams, FJunter, Tasker while denying this supposition). But this entire chain 
of reasoning is full of flaws. In the first place, it is very questionable whether we 
may generally so supplement John from the Synoptics, and, on this basis, pre¬ 
suppose that the author of John, with the designation, “the disciple, whom 
Jesus loved,” could only mean one of Jesus’ three most intimate disciples men¬ 
tioned in the Synoptics, and hence, in connection with the second pair of 
brothers in 1:40 f., must have had in mind the sons of Zebedee, even if he does 
not name them. In the second place, if the Beloved Disciple belonged to the 
disciples from the beginning, it is hardly comprehensible why he plays no role 
until Jn. 13. Finally, neither does this chain of reasoning explain why John, 
the son of Zebedee, is designated with this pseudonym, nor does it make under- 
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standablc why the reference to the turning of the second pair of brothers to 
Jesus (a reference made only by means of the tt/dwtov [1:41], which has to be 
strongly emphasized) should be so unclear. Thus this kind of attempt to equate 
the Beloved Disciple with John, the son of Zebedee, does not succeed. 

Others have sought for another identification. According to F. V. Filson 
(“Who Was the Beloved Disciple?” JBL 68, 1949, 83 ff.), Sanders (NTSt 1954- 
5 5), and Eckhardt, the Beloved Disciple is Lazarus, who was raised by Jesus, 
of whom it is said: “Lord, he whom you love is ill” (11:3). Eckhardt then 
succeeds also in equating the Beloved Disciple with the son of Zebedee, in that 
he explains the name Lazarus in chaps. 11, 12 as an interpolation upon the basis 
of Lk. 16:19 ff.! E. L. Titus (“The Identity of the Beloved Disciple,” JBL 69, 
1950, 323 ff.) conjectures Matthias (Acts 1:15 ff.), and still other names have 
also been defended (see the enumeration in Kragerud, 42 ff.). Since all of these 
attempts are unverifiable fancies, and John seems strictly to preserve the ano¬ 
nymity of the Beloved Disciple, some scholars want to see in the Beloved Dis¬ 
ciple an ideal figure (Jiilicher-Fascher, Dibelius, Botschaft I, 214, Bacon, E. 
Kraft, “Die Personen des Joh.,” EvTli 16, 1956, 18 ff.: type of the disciples; 
H. Lietzmann, The Beginnings of the Christian Chnrchy I. Tr. Bertram Lee 
Woolf, 1937, 1953, 233, R. M. Grant, HarvThR 1942, 116, E. Kasemann, 
Exegetische Versnche nnd Besinnungen I, 1960, 180: the ideal bearer of the 
apostolic witness; Bultmann: Gentile Christianity as the true Christianity; 
Kragerud: the Johannine prophethood in opposition to ecclesiastical office; all 
references to the Beloved Disciple are explained as interpolated by those named 
in Kragei*ud [11 f.], also by Goguel [Intr, II, 362 ff.], and A. Harnack, Studien 
zur Geschichte des NT I, AKG 19, 1931, 126, note 2). The contention that all 
references to the Beloved Disciple are interpolated is wholly arbitrary. The 
interpretation of the Beloved Disciple as an ideal figure is especially improbable, 
because his rivalry with Peter must then unavoidably lead to the conclusion 
that Peter also is an ideal figure. And it would be inexplicable that the author 
would then have ascribed to this ideal figure such a slight role. If 18:15 f. is 
also supposed to refer to the Beloved Disciple, then this notice expressed about 
an ideal figure would be totally senseless. And the author of the supplement in 
21:23 indeed knew of the death of the Beloved Disciple and the reflections con¬ 
nected with it. 

Thus the problem remains. There is no possibility of establishing the identity 
of the disciple whom the Gospel of John cites as its authority for its report 
about the passion of Jesus. The supposition which continues to be the most 
probable is that the author of John was associated with a disciple who lived 
very long, and upon whom had been bestowed the title of honor, “he, whom 
Jesus loved” (cf. W. Bauer, Komm, Fldb.^, excursus to 13:23). But so far as 
the clarification of the problem of authorship is concerned, this statement helps 
us no further. 

We have yet to ask the question whether the ecclesiastical tradition can help 
us identify the author of John, llie tradition that John, the son of Zebedee, 
wrote the Gospel of John at Ephesus when very old is first found with certainty 
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in Irenaeus (Haer. Ill, 1, 2, = Eus., EH V, 8, 4,): "Afterwards [after the three 
Synoptic Gospels] John, the disciple of the Lord, who also had leaned upon 
his breast, himself published his Gospel, while he was living at Ephesus in Asia.” 
In this statement from his chief work, Adverstis haercsesj written about 180, 
Irenaeus obviously relates especially the tradition of his home in Asia Minor, 
but also the Roman tradition. For Bishop Polycrates of Ephesus, around 190 in 
a letter to the Roman Bishop Victor (preserved in Eusebius, EH V, 24, 2 ff ), 
refers to the witnesses of the tradition of Asia Minor, and mentions in that 
connection (V, 24, 3): "Furthermore, also John, who lay upon the breast of the 
Lord. . . . He is buried in Ephesus.” Bishop Melito of Sardis (c. 175) refers to the 
Gospel of John in a similar manner as to the Synoptics (cf. Barrett, Comm., 
94). In the Ephtula apostolorum, which supposedly was written about the same 
time in Asia Minor, the Gospel of John is not only repeatedly used and cited, 
but also John is named as the first in the list of apostles. Upon the basis of 
this data, R. M. Grant would like to conclude that the Fourth Gospel was 
regarded as the Gospel of John (HarvThR 1942, 104), an inference which is 
not at all certain. Just as the report of Irenaeus proves to be the tradition of 
Asia Minor in the last quarter of the second century, the statement of the 
Muratorian canon (lines 9 ff.) establishes the same for Rome: 

The fourth of the Gospels, that of John, (one) of the disciples. When his fellow- 
disciples and bishops urged him, he said: Fast with me from today for three days, and 
what will be revealed to each one let us relate to one another. In the same night it 
was revealed to Andrew, one of the apostles, that, whilst all were to go over (it), 
John in his own name should write everything down. . . . For so he confesses (himself) 
[in I John l:l] not merely an eye and ear witness, but also a writer of all the marvels 
of the Lord in order (Hennecke-Schneemelcher [see above, p. 60], I, 43). 

That the Gospel of John was written by the apostle John, who was identical 
with the Beloved Disciple, is thus the tradition of Asia Minor and of Rome 
in the last quarter of the second century. There can be no doubt that Irenaeus 
meant by this disciple of the Lord John the son of Zebedee since he quotes 
Jn. 1:14 with the formula, 6 dTroo-roAo? etprjKev (Haer. I, 1, 19), and says of the 
church at Ephesus: "The church at Ephesus, which was founded by Paul, 
where John continued to abide with them until the time of Trajan, is a true 
witness of the tradition of the Apostles” {Haer. Ill, 3,4 = Eus., EH III, 23, 4). 
It is all the more striking that Irenaeus almost always calls this John "the 
disciple of the Lord,” and uses this phrase in the singular number for no other 
person (see Burney, 138 f., and Bernard, I, XLVII f.), and that the author of 
John in the Muratorian canon is also called "John, one of the disciples” [Jo¬ 
hannes ex discipulis] (line 9, corrected text). This designation, "the disciple of 
the Lord,” in the tradition which we meet at the end of the second century, 
therefore plainly belongs to the John who was regarded as the author of John. 
Yet from the end of the second century the composition of the Gospel of 
John by John, the son of Zebedee, is undisputed. 

Of course, this view was not yet generally recognized in the second half of 
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the second century, as the derivation of John from the Gnostic Cerinthus by 
various anti-Montanists in this time shows (see above, pp. 139 f.). We must, 
therefore, ask from where irenaeus obtained his information that John stems from 
the apostle John, the disciple of the Lord. Irenaeus refers to two sources of tradi¬ 
tion: a) In a letter to the Gnostic Florinus (in Eus., EH V, 20, 4) he says: 

The presbyters who were before us, who had dealings with the apostles, did not hand 
down these teachings to you. For I saw you when I was still a child, in lower Asia 
Minor with Polycarp. ... [I can remember exactly] how [the blessed Polycarp] 
told about his familiar intercourse with John and with the others who had seen the 
Lord, and how he remembered their discourses, and what it was that he had heard 
from each about the Lord, about his miracles and his teaching. 

From this statement of Irenaeus there follows no more than that Polycarp knew 
a John who had seen the Lord. Irenaeus no more says here that John was the 
apostle than that Polycarp had met John in Asia Minor. Now Irenaeus, accord¬ 
ing to his own statement, was a iraU when he met Polycarp. A. Harnack has 
calculated that Irenaeus could not have been more than fifteen years old at the 
death of Polycarp (Geschichte der altchristlichen LHeratur bis Eusebius II, 1, 
1897, 342 if.). But Polycarp himself, in his letter to the Philippians, does not 
refer to his relation with an apostle. In view of this fact it is very questionable 
whether Irenaeus was not deceived when he regarded the John (of whom he as 
a child had heard Polycarp speak) as the apostle and removed to Asia Minor. 

b) Irenaeus also appeals for his knowledge of the apostle John to **all the 
presbyters, who had met in Asia with John, the disciple of the Lord. . . . But 
some of them not only saw John but also other apostles” {Elaer, II, 33, 3, partly 
also in Eus., EH III, 23, 3). Who these presbyters were is not ascertainable 
with certainty. According to Harnack (loc, cit., 334 ff.), they are identical 
with Papias. But against that is the fact that Irenaeus (Haer, V, 33, 3,4; partly 
also in Eus., EH III, 39, 1) names *The presbyters who have seen John, the 
disciple of the Lord,” side by side with *'Papias, the hearer of John and com¬ 
panion of Polycarp.” But whoever these presbyters were, it is, again, said of 
them only that they knew John, the disciple of the Lord. It remains unclear 
whether the statement that this meeting took place in Asia belongs to the tradi¬ 
tion of the presbyters or was appended by Irenaeus. From this statement, then, 
there is nothing more to gather than that Irenaeus knew of a disciple of the 
Lord, John, whom the presbyters of Asia Minor had heard. In the tradition of 
the presbyters there is no talk of an apostle John. And, according to that which 
Irenaeus reports, this disciple of the Lord, John, is designated as author of a 
Gospel neither by Polycarp nor by the presbyters. That is, the tradition which 
is recognizable as Irenaeus* source knows only of a disciple of the Lord, John, and 
whether this John was in Asia Minor and known as the author of a Gospel is 
uncertain. 

What can we recognize about the view of Papias, who, in any case, was 
contemporary with the "presbyters” of Irenaeus? Eusebius reports nothing of 
a statement by Papias about the Gospel of John. The completely corrupt Latin 
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prologue to John, according to which Papias somehow had traced back the 
Gospel of John to John (text in K. Bihlmeyer, Die apostolischen Ydter I, 1924, 
139 f.), is completely uncertain in respect to its age and is useless (the attempt 
of F.-M. Braun, Jean, 345 ff., to reconstruct a genuine kernel, is hardly tenable. 
Cf. to the alleged "anti-Marcionite” prologues, below, pp. 342 f.). Thus we do 
not have a sure witness that Papias knew the Gospel of John. And what is called 
an indication of Papias’ acquaintanceship with the Gospel of John (Iren., 
Haer. II, 33, 4 and V, 36, 1; Eus., EH III, 39, 3 f.; cf. R. Heard, NTSt 1, 
1954-5 5 [see below, p. 337], 131), points only to a probability (see R. M. 
Grant, HarvThR 1942, 100, Bultmann, RGG ^ III, 849). On the other hand, 
Irenaeus clearly maintains that Papias was a hearer of John (Twarrou aKovorr;?) 
(Iren., Haer. V, 33, 4 = Eus., EH III, 39, 1). But this statement of Irenaeus 
does not agree with Papias’ own words in the proemium of his ‘^Exposition of the 
Lord’s Sayings.” This much-disputed text reads (Eus., EH III, 39, 3 f.): 

I shall spare no pains to present all that I once learned well from the presbyters (irapa 
Twy 7rp€(jl3vT€po)v) and remembered well, together with my expositions [of the Lord’s 
sayings], in that I can vouch for their truth (avriov aXi^Oeiav). For, unlike the masses, 
I took delight, not in those who have much to say, but in those who teach the truth, 
also not in those who talk about strange precepts, but in those who relate precepts 
given by the Lord to the faith, and which are derived from the truth itself. But if 
anyone came who had followed the presbyters, I was accustomed to inquire about the 
sayings of the presbyters, what Andrew or what Peter had said (eiirey), or Philip or 
Thomas or Jacob or John or Matthew or any other of the Lord’s disciples; and what 
Aristion and the presbyter John, the disciples of the Lord, say (are *ApL(TTLO)y Kal 6 
7rpecr/?UTC/309 *lo)dy\ntj<: oi tov Kvpiov paOyTal Xeyovenv) . For I do not regard that which 
comes from books as so valuable for myself as that which comes from a living and 
abiding voice. 

In view of this text, the discussion centers about the twofold appearance 
of the name “John” and about the meaning of oi TrpecrpvTepoi and tou Kvpiov 
paOriTa'i. It is hardly understandable that the first question is at all disputed and 
the contention always repeated that Papias spoke of only one John (Michaclis, 
Meinertz, Feine-Behm, Nunn, Edwards). An unbiased exegesis of the text per¬ 
mits no doubt that Papias says that whenever he had opportunity he inquired 
of followers of the TTpea^vrepoL about the sayings of the 7 rpeo-/JuT€pot, and thus 
he learned 1) what the seven named and any other of the Lord’s disciples had 
said, and 2) what the Lord’s disciples Aristion and the TrpecrPvTepo^ John were 
saying (so already Eus., EH III, 39, 5; recently, Barrett, Comm., 88 ff.; F.-M. 
Braun, Jean, 3 57 ff.; Mcrlier, 224 ff.; J. Munck, “Presbyters and Disciples of the 
Lord in Papias,” HarvThR 52, 1959, 223 ff.). Papias, therefore, mentions two 
persons with the name John, concerning whose teaching he had inquired. The 
one stands together with names of the circle of the twelve, and is plainly, like 
the others of this group, no longer living; here can be meant only John, the son 
of Zebedee. The other is obviously known by the designation, “the presbyter 
John,” and is like Aristion still living. But Papias has heard of both groups only 
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through their followers (TraprjKoXovOrjKWf; rot? irpecrl^vTcpoL^). Hence it follows 
that the statement of Irenaeus that Papias was a “hearer of John” does not prove 
true. The supposition that Papias first of all heard the presbyters directly on 
journeys and later their followers in Hierapolis is forced into the text by Munck 
(loc, ciL, 229). Barrett’s suggestion (Comm., 89 f.) that Papias was separated 
from the apostles by the two links of the presbyters and their hearers does not 
follow from the text either. 

Although we have been able to interpret Papias’ text thus far with some degree 
of certainty, we cannot answer the second question with complete confidence. 
The concept, TTpea^vrepot, which is met here as a collective characterization of 
the men regarded by Papias as bearers of the tradition and also as the characteriz¬ 
ing designation of the second John in our section, in the sense of Papias can in 
both cases designate only the generation of the bearers of tradition. “The 
presbyter John” is thus the man who, to be sure, does not belong to the circle 
of the twelve, but yet also, like Aristion, can pass on “precepts given by the 
Lord to the faith.” Why he in particular is called 6 irpea^vrepo^ is indiscernible 
to us. It is also not clear what is meant by tov Kvpiov paGy^raL That it is syn¬ 
onymous with 01 TTpea/SvTepoL, is improbable according to the context. Munck 
(loc, cit,, 32) is probably right with his conjecture that in this context it is 
supposed to designate “personal disciples of Jesus.” If that turns out to be correct, 
then “the presbyter John,” of course, was no member of the narrower circle of 
disciples, but still somehow a personal disciple of Jesus. But Papias heard from 
the apostle John as well as from the presbyter John only through their followers. 
In regard to the question whether Papias knew the Gospel of John, this statement 
does not help us further. 

Some have thought they could establish Papias’ knowledge of the Gospel 
of John in another manner. Parker (JBL 1960) seeks to show that all that we 
know about John Mark (see above, pp. 69 f.) is excellently suited to the author 
of John, and that the remarks of Papias concerning the Gospel of Mark and its 
author, Mark (Eus., EH III, 39, 15; see above, p. 43), are equally suitable to the 
Gospel of John. He conjectures that Papias in these remarks in reality wanted to 
speak about the Gospel of John and, therefore, the Gospel of John stems from 
John Mark. But even if it proves true that the reports about John Mark and 
the remarks of Papias concerning the Gospel of Mark are suitable to the Gospel 
of John and its author (most of the agreements adduced by Parker are by no 
means obvious), it still remains inexplicable how Eusebius could be so deceived 
about which Gospel Papias intended to speak, since he indeed had Papias’ book 
itself before him and could even refer his readers to the books of Papias (Eus., 
EH III, 39, 14). That Papias knew the Gospel of John cannot be made certain 
in this way. 

The tradition, which is first palpable for us toward the end of the second 
century, that the Gospel of John was written in Ephesus by John, the son of 
Zebedee, can therefore hardly be traced back further. For in connection with 
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Polycarp and the presbyters, who are alleged by Irenaeus to be tradition trans¬ 
mitters, we find only the report that they had dealings with a disciple of the 
Lord, John. Although Irenaeus himself regards the author of John as the 
apostle, he almost always calls him ‘The disciple of the Lord.” From the tradi¬ 
tion handed down by Irenaeus, we can infer only that a disciple of the Lord, 
John, was author of the Gospel of John. But this inference is weakened by 
the statement that Polycarp in his epistle reveals no knowledge of the Gospel 
of John (probably, however, I John; see R. M. Grant, HarvThR 1942, 100). 
Whether this disciple of the Lord, John, is identical with the Lord’s disciple 
whom Papias calls the presbyter John, is no more ascertainable. 

But for that reason it is also very questionable whether we may further infer 
the following: The only tradition to be taken seriously about the author of 
John in the early church traces back the Gospel of John to a disciple of the 
Lord, John. If the equating of this John with the son of Zebedee is not attested 
before Irenaeus and on other grounds is impossible (see below), then there is 
every probability that the author of John is to be sought in the presbyter John, 
with whom Papias was connected. And this probability becomes a certainty if 
the Johannine epistles stem from the same author, since the author of II and 
III John calls himself 6 TTpeo-^Surepo? (see also ^32,3). The supposition proved by 
this or similar reasoning that the Gospel of John stems from the presbyter John 
of Papias (Bernard, Bauer, Dibelius, Sparks, Henshaw, McNeile-Williams, 
Grundmann, Merlier), is, to be sure, opposed by the fact that we can conclude 
only that the tradition to which Irenaeus refers traces the Gospel of John back 
to John the Lord’s disciple, and that the equating of John the Lord’s disciple 
with the presbyter John in Papias must also remain uncertain. Although the 
composition of the Gospel of John and of the Epistles of John by the presbyter 
John is not unthinkable, this supposition has no secure evidence in its favor and 
can at the most be characterized as a possibility (Barrett). 

If, then, the great age of the tradition which is first recognizable to us at the 
end of the second century that John, the son of Zebedee, was the author of John 
cannot be demonstrated, we still must ask whether this tradition is not correct 
after all, as a large number of scholars maintain (cf., e.g., recently in addition 
to the Catholic scholars, Michaelis, Feine-Behm, Klijn, Tenney, Lightfoot, 
Strathmann, Menoud, Edwards, Stauffer, Albright). The question would surely 
be answered in the negative if it could be proved with certainty that John, the 
son of Zebedee, died early as a martyr. As testimony for this fact the following 
support is adduced: a) the prophecy of Jesus (Mk. 10:39 par.); b) according 
to late accounts, Papias handed down the tradition that “John the theologian 
and his brother James were killed by the Jews”; c) some old lists of martyrs 
also mention the martyrdom of John (thus since E. Schwartz many; recently, 
e.g., Bauer, Jiilicher-Fascher, Dibelius, Bultmann, R. M. Grant, ITarvThR 1942). 
The proofs for this thesis are certainly of unequal value. Whereas we can hardly 
explain the reproduction of the prophecy in Mk. 10:39 par. if it had been contra- 
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dieted by the facts, the report from Papias has been transmitted very undepend- 
ably, and the historical value of the lists of martyrs is disputed (see above all 
Barrett, Comm., 86 f., and F.-M. Braun, Jean, 375 ff.). And even if there is 
some probability that John died as a martyr, it remains completely uncertain 
when and where that happened. Hence this argument cannot speak decisively 
against the composition of John by John, the son of Zebedee. 

On the other hand, several other facts weigh conclusively against the correct¬ 
ness of this tradition of Johannine authorship. We have already seen that the 
Gnostic language of the Johannine Jesus discourses makes impossible the com¬ 
position of John by an eyewitness. Moreover, if from the beginning the composi¬ 
tion of John by an apostle had been recognized, it is completely incomprehensible 
why John was able to make its way only so slowly and against opposition (Bar¬ 
rett, Kasemann). Further, the dependence upon Mark by a member of the circle 
of the twelve is hardly conceivable, and the schematization of Jesus’ altercation 
with “the Jews” reveals no knowledge of the actual altercation with the Phari¬ 
sees, Sadducees, and scribes. To these arguments, which make the composition 
of John by a member of the circle of the twelve, in general, seem impossible, 
we may add the facts which exclude John, the son of Zebedee, in particular, as 
author (sec the evidence by Merlier, 200 ff., and Parker, JBL 1962): All the 
events in which John, the son of Zebedee, decisively participated are missing in 
John: call of the sons of Zebedee (Mk. 1:19 f. par.); healing of Peter’s mother- 
in-law (Mk. 1:29); choice of the twelve (Mk. 3:13 ff. par.); raising of Jairus’ 
daughter (Mk. 5:37 par.); transfiguration (Mk. 9:2 ff. par.); petition of the 
sons of Zebedee, with prophecy of their martyrdom (Mk. 10:35 ff. par.); and 
Gethsemane (Mk. 14:22 ff. par.). James, the brother of John, is never men¬ 
tioned; although the sons of Zebedee were Galileans, all interest in Galilee is 
lacking; according to Acts 4:13, Peter and John were avOpuiiroi aypdfifiaroi, 
but John is written in good, even if Semitized, Greek. The composition of John 
by the son of Zebedee is, therefore, excluded. 

That is to say, the author of John is unknown to us. It has often been main¬ 
tained that he must have been a born Jew (lately, e.g.. Smith, Schnackenburg, 
Grundmann). But this supposition is not convincing at all, since the citation of 
a series of geographical data which are lacking in the Synoptics can readily be 
explained by the taking up of topographical traditions of the Christian congrega¬ 
tions. If he were a former Jew, we might conjecture that he had belonged to 
a Gnosticizing group before he became a Christian; yet that is pure speculation. 
It is certain only that he had come into contact with a Palestinian Christian who 
somehow had participated in the passion history of Jesus, and whom he named 
“the disciple whom Jesus loved,” without our knowing whether this designation 
was handed down or not. We do not know more about the author of John, and 
all additional conjectures about the origin of the later tradition about John, 
the son of Zebedee, as the author of John, contribute nothing to its under¬ 
standing. 
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Tlie dating of John is possible today with tolerable certainty within relatively 
narrow limits. The question about which writers at the beginning of the second 
century knew John is disputed now as before: I Clement hardly knows John 
(in spite of Boismard, F.-M. Braun), and equally as little Barnabas and Hermas 
(against F.-M. Braun; correctly Boismard, RB 1960, 593 ff.). On the other hand, 
some contend that Ignatius knew John (cf. Maurer, F.-M. Braun, Nunn, and 
others; opposed, e.g., Barrett). But for the establishment of the termhius ad 
quern for the composition of John the deciding of this question is no longer 
very important. For Papyrus 52 from the early second century is a fragment of 
a manuscript of John (see below, p. 363), and the fragment of the "Un¬ 
known Gospel,” which was written about the same time, likewise knows John 
(see G. Mayeda, Das Leben-Jesu-Fragment Papyrus Egerton 2 uud seine Sfellung 
in der nrchristlichen Literatnrgescbichte, 1946; see above, p. 60). If, there¬ 
fore, John was known in Egypt in the first quarter of the second century, then 
the beginning of the second century is a certain terminus ad quern. On the other 
hand, if John most probably knows Luke, then it cannot have been written be¬ 
fore about 80-90 (Gardner-Smith, Hunter, Mendncr would like to date it 
earlier). Thus today it is almost common opinion that John was written in the 
last decade of the first century. 

More diflficult is the determination of the place of composition. Composition 
in Ephesus is advocated by the supporters of the ecclesiastical tradition of author¬ 
ship, but also by Barrett, because in this way the tradition in Irenacus can best 
be explained, and by Aland, because the Montanists appeal to John, and the 
ecclesiastical tradition concerning locations is to be trusted. Since, apart from 
the very late tradition, nothing in John makes us think of an origin in Asia 
Minor, attempts have been made to connect the tradition with the other refer¬ 
ences to the origin of John: The tradition about the Gospel of John came from 
Alexandria to Ephesus (Stauffer, Snape), or stems out of Jerusalem and was 
brought via Antioch to Ephesus (Manson, R. M. Grant, JBL 1944, Feuillet in 
Robert-Feuillet, Eckhardt). Such constructions, though, are without possibility 
of proof, and the home of the Johannine conceptual world is doubtless not 
Alexandrian. Tliere are, however, marked parallels in subject matter with the 
"Odes of Solomon,” which supposedly belong to Syria, and with Ignatius of 
Antioch, who apparently is the oldest user of John. The linguistic form of 
John also causes us to think of a Greek-speaking author in a Semitic environ¬ 
ment. Furthermore, the conceptual world shows relationship with the Gnosti- 
cizing circles on the edge of Judaism. Tlius the supposition that John originated 
somewhere in Syria is probably the best conjecture (so Jiilicher-Fascher, Bur¬ 
ney, Bauer, Schweizer, Haenchen, ZThK 1959). That Ephraem’s commentary 
on the Diatessaron already held this view, as, e.g., W. Bauer maintains upon the 
basis of an ancient Latin translation of the Armenian translation of this commen¬ 
tary, is surely false, as W. Leloir has demonstrated ("L’original syriaque du 
commentaire de S. Ephrem sur le Diatessaron,” Bb 40, 1959, 965 f.). 
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B. THE EPISTLES 

511. The Epistle as a Literary Form in the New Testament 

A. Deissmann, Bibclstudicn 189J, 187 fl.; Bible Studies. Tr. Alexander Grieve with 
author’s additions, 1901; /V/ew, Licht vom Osteiiy ^923, 116 ff.; Light from the Ancient 
East. Tr. Lionel R. M. Strachan, 1910, 143 £F.; P. Wendland, Die 7irchristlichen 
Literaturformeny “/^1912 = Hdb. I, 3, 342 ff.; M. Dibelius, Geschichte der nrchist- 
lichen Literatur II, 1926, 5 ff.; E. Lohmeyer, *Trobleme paulinischer Theologie I: 
Die brieflichen Grussiiberschriften,” ZNW 26, 1927, 158 flF.; O. Roller, Das Eormular 
der panlinischen Briefe, BWANT, 4. Folge, 6, 1933; L. G. Champion, ‘‘Benedictions 
and Doxologies in the Epistles of Paul,” Diss. Heidelberg, 1934; P. Schubert, Bonn 
and Vunction of the Pauline Thanksgivings, Beih. zur ZNW 20, 1939; J. T. Sanders, 
“The Transition from Opening Epistolary Thanksgiving to Body in the Letters of 
the Pauline Corpus,” JBL 81, 1962, 348 ff.; J. Schneider, RAC II, 564 ff.; E. Fascher, 
RGG'^ I, 1412 ff.; B. Rigaux, see lit. to ^12, 163 ff.—Good comparative materials from 
the papyrus letters are found in S. Witowski, Ep. privatae Graecae, 1906; A. Deiss¬ 
mann, loc. cit.; B. Olsson, Papyrusbriefe aus der friihesten Rotnerzeit, 1925. 

Twenty-one writings in the NT have the form of the epistle. But not all of 
them are actually letters, i.e., writings directed on specific occasions to specific 
persons or circles of persons, written for the purpose of private communication, 
without a thought of wider circulation. In James, e.g., everything actually 
letterlike is missing. The Apocalypse, to be sure, is cast in an epistolary frame¬ 
work, but literarily speaking belongs to the category of the apocalypses. In 
connection with Hebrews, views vary widely as to whether it is to be regarded 
as a genuine letter or an artistically constructed essay directed to a broader 
public, and which uses the form of a letter only as a veil. Among the Catholic 
epistles, only II and III John are actual letters to exact, specific addressees. 

The scheme according to which the epistles are laid out is as follows: At the 
beginning a formula of salutation, with the names of the sender and the recip¬ 
ient; then thanksgiving to God; and at the conclusion messages of greeting 
and good wishes in one’s own hand, which replace our customary signature. 
This pattern is, on the whole, the usual one of the Hellenistic epistles of the 
time, of which the papyrus finds of recent decades have supplied illustrative 
material in full. Yet Paul in his address formula follows more closely the 
Oriental-Jewish practice, whereas James and the epistles of Acts 15:23 and 
23:26 follow the Hellenistic usage in this respect. But the Pauline epistles 
assume a superiority over the artless, folk letter through free, deliberate trans¬ 
formation of these pieces, especially of the address which, according to the 
occasion of the letter, varies the formula which at its beginning and ending is 
formally structured (Schubert, Sanders). Standing nearest to the ancient private 
letters are Philemon, II and III John. But even such brief, intimate lines from 
Paul or the **elder,” which in their intimations and allusions are fully under¬ 
standable only to those most closely involved, are, like Paul’s longer epistles, 
no private correspondence, but the fruits of early Christian missionary work. Tlie 
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epistles of Paul which have been preserved are epistles of the apostle in his offi¬ 
cial character; they serve to advance his missionary activity from afar. Under 
the hand of the apostle, the form of the epistle assumes all stylistic forms of 
oral missionary discourse, generally speaking, of the preaching of the Word in 
worship: sermon, paraenesis, doctrinal exposition, prophetic witness, and hymn, 
and consequently in the earliest church becomes the form for writing down 
edifying or theological trains of thought. Occasionally Paul took up units which 
had previously been formed, either in his own usage or in the primitive Christian 
tradition (e.g., I Cor. 15:3-5; Rom. 1:3, 4; Phil. 2:6-11; Col. 1:15-20; yet 
the wording and origin of such pieces can be ascertained only conjecturally). 

In view of the special manner of using the epistolary form in the primitive 
Christian mission, the lines between actual letters and epistles in the NT cannot 
always be sharply drawn. An epistle written for a special occasion, which ex¬ 
pressly is to be read to all Christians at a place (I Thess. 5:27), an epistle to a 
particular church, which in exchange the neighboring church is to receive also 
(Col. 4:16), or epistles to several congregations (Gal. 1:2; cf. II Cor. 1:1), are 
on the way to becoming literary texts with an official character. On the other 
hand, in epistles of such general bearing as I Peter or Hebrews there is not lacking 
a glance at special congregations and states of affairs. The driving force for the 
independent formation of the epistolary form into a means of literary self¬ 
communication of Christianity was the actual need of the mission for edification 
and instruction, admonition and pastoral work, defense against erroneous ideas, 
and the securing of ecclesiastical order. The form of the more general epistles 
contained in the NT is not directly connected with the Hellenistic epistle 
(cf. Epicurus, Seneca) or the Jewish-EIellenistic epistle (e.g., the Letter of 
Aristeas). 


I. The Pauline Epistles 
512. General 

W. G. Kummel, *‘PauIusbricfe,’* RGG ^ V, 1961, 195 ff. (lit.); B. Rigaux, Saint 
Pa7il et ses lettres, Stndia Neotesfainentica, Subsidia II, 1962. 

The NT canon contains thirteen epistles which cite Paul as the author in the 
address. Hebrews, which was first regarded as Pauline in the Alexandrian Church, 
then generally in the East, and since the fourth century in the West, certainly 
does not stem from Paul. Among the Pauline epistles, the so-called Pastoral 
epistles (I, II Timothy, Titus) form a special group. We may also classify the 
epistles which Paul wrote in prison (Philip'pians, Colossians, Philemon, Ephe¬ 
sians) as ‘‘Prison epistles.” Outside of the Pastoral epistles and the Epistle to 
Philemon, all of the Pauline epistles are directed to congregations. 

At the beginning of the nineteenth century the Pauline origin of a number 
of the epistles was called into question—first of all, the Pastorals, then also 
Thessnlonians, Ephesians, Philippians, and Colossians. Then F. C. Baur and the 
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Tubingen school regarded only the so-called '‘pillar epistles” (Galatians, I, II 
Corinthians, Romans) as authentic documents of the apostle, because only these 
epistles could be understood as witnesses of the struggle between Paul and the 
Judaizers. But it soon became apparent that the Tubingen School had stretched 
the historical picture of primitive Christianity on a framework which was too 
narrow. The advocates of "radical criticism” (Br. Bauer, Pierson, Naber, 
Loman, van Manen, van den Bergh van Eysinga, Steck) denied even Paul’s 
authorship of the four "Pillar epistles,” and explained them as the sediment of 
antinomian streams around 140. They proceeded from untenable presuppositions 
and from a forced construction of history, as did later constructions by J. G. 
Rylands, A. Loisy, H. Delafosse, and others. Together with the four "Pillar 
epistles,” I Thessalonians, Philippians, and Philemon are definitely to be regarded 
as authentic, whereas the Pauline authorship of the Pastorals is certainly to be 
denied, and the genuineness of the remaining three epistles (II Thessalonians, 
Colossians, Ephesians) is debatable. It is also disputed whether the authentic 
epistles contain unauthentic components, and are partly to be explained as com¬ 
pilations of several epistles or pieces of epistles. 

Paul doubtless dictated his epistles (Rom. 16:22), but, according to the usage 
of the time, characterized them as authentic by a concluding greeting in his 
own hand. This practice doubtless holds true for all of the Pauline epistles but 
is expressly noted down in some, for, when the epistles were read aloud, it was 
only in this way that the congregations could know that this addition was from 
Paul’s own hand (I Cor. 16:21; Gal. 6:11; Col. 4:18; II Thess. 3:17; Phlm. 19). 
The supposition that Paul entrusted the formulation of his epistles to secretaries 
(Roller, see to $11) is, in view of the numerous indications that Paul’s dictated 
words were interrupted, and in view of the unity of the specifically Pauline 
language, impossible. 

All of the Pauline epistles which have been preserved stem from the time of 
the peak and termination of the apostle’s missionary activity. From the first 
decade and a half of his work evidence from his hand is missing. But already in 
the next to oldest of his epistles Paul speaks of his epistolary habit (II Thess. 
3:17). His earlier epistles have, therefore, been lost. 

The apostle himself mentions two epistles to the Corinthians which have not 
been preserved (I Cor. 5:9; II Cor. 2:4), and likewise an epistle to Laodicea 
(Col. 4:16). This latter reference has occasioned the fabrication of an "Epistle 
of Paul to the Laodiceans” (a thoughtless compilation of Pauline phrases, espe¬ 
cially from Philippians; German reproduction in E. Flennecke, NTl. Apokry- 
phen, ^1924, 150 f.; English tr. in M. R. James, The Apocryphal NT, 1924, 
pp. 478-79; cf. W. Foerster, RGG ^ IV, 1960, 231). The author of the apocry¬ 
phal Acts of Paul (c. 180), in connection with I Cor. 7:1; 5:9, invented or 
took up an epistle of the Corinthians to Paul and an answer of Paul (III Corin¬ 
thians) (see W. G. Kiimmel, RGG ^ V, 1961, 194; German in E. Hennecke, 
loc. c\t,, 207 ff., II 259 f. The Latin epistolary exchange between Paul (six 
epistles) and the philosopher Seneca (eight epistles) is an artificial production, 
probably of the fourth century (edition by C. W. Barlow, 1938, Papers and 
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Monographs of the American Academy in Rome X; cf. K. Pink, “Die pseudo- 
paulinischen Briefe,” Bb 6, 1925, 68 ff., 179 £f.). 

513 . The Chronology of the Life of Paul 

Earlier literature in A. Julicher-E. Fascher, Eml, in das NT, '^1931, 40, more 
recent in H. Braun, RGG^ I, 1694 f. On the Gallio-inscription: A. Deissmann, Pan- 
his, “192 5, 203 flF.; Paid, a Study in Social and Religious History. Tr. William E. Wilson 
from 2nd ed. (1925), 1926; DBS II, 355 flf. (lit.).—D. W. Riddle, Paul, Man of 
Conflict, 1940, 201 ff.; J. Knox, Chapters in a Life of Paul, 1950, 47 ff.; J. Dupont, 
“Chronologie Paulinienne,” RB 62, 195 5, 5 5 ff.; Th. H. Campbell, *TauPs ^Missionary 
Journeys* as Reflected in His Letters,** JBL 74, 195 5, 80 ff.; E. Haenchen, Die Apg., 
Meyer IIP® 1961, 53 ff.; M. J. Suggs, ‘‘Concerning the Date of PauPs Macedonian 
Ministry,** NovT 4, 1960-61, 60 ff. 

Until the beginning of the twentieth century, there was no fixed date for 
an absolute chronology of Paul, i.e., the numerical arrangement of the events 
of his life in the context of the general chronology. 

And even today the references of Acts and of the Pauline epistles to historical 
events and persons (Acts 12:1 ff., Herod Agrippa I; 13:7 ff., the proconsul 
Sergius Paulus; 18:2, Jewish edict of Claudius; 18:12, Gallio the proconsul; 
chaps. 23 ff., procurators Felix and Festus; II Cor. 11:32, the ethnarch of the 
Nabatean king, Aretas) cannot, with one exception, be clearly established 
chronologically. At first, we might think that the transfer of the procuratorship 
in Palestine from Antonius Felix to Porcius Festus could offer the handle for a 
definite beginning. But the statements of the sources (Jos., Ant. 20, 118 ff.; 
Tacitus, Annals 12, 54) are contradictory, and it is difficult to decide with cer¬ 
tainty whether the Sterta (Acts 24:27) refers to Felix* years in office or to PauPs 
imprisonment. If, upon the basis of Josephus’ statements and the referral of the 
Sierta to Felix* years in office, we calculate that Festus assumed office in 5 5 
(Haenchen), then Paul must have come to Rome about 56. But that would be 
acceptable only if we completely disregarded the statements of Acts about the 
journeys of Paul as historically useless. That is done by Riddle, Knox, and Suggs, 
according to whom either the activity of Paul in Greece began already very 
soon after his conversion (Suggs, cf. Phil. 4:15 iv rov evayyeXlov ore 

i$ij\dov dirb MaKcSonas), or almost the entire activity of Paul took place in the 
fourteen years before the apostolic council (Riddle, Knox, cf. Gal. 2:1; II Cor. 
12:2). Thereby we would arrive at an interval of twenty years at the most from 
PauPs conversion to his journey to Rome and to a still earlier date for this 
journey. But Campbell has convincingly demonstrated that the sequence of 
PauPs missionary activity to be inferred from his epistles so excellently agrees 
with the statements of Acts that we have every reason to infer the relative 
chronology of PauPs activity from the combination of both sources. 

Since the date of Festus’ assumption of office is not useful in establishing an 
absolute chronology, we have only one possibility of arriving at an absolute 
chronology, namely, the mention of Gallio the governor, before whom Paul was 
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accused toward the end of his activity in Corinth (Acts 18:12-18). An inscrip¬ 
tion, which was found in Delphi and published for the first time in 1905, repro¬ 
duces an epistle of Emperor Claudius to the city of Delphi. It was written when 
Claudius, after a military success, had been proclaimed *'imperator” for the 
twenty-sixth time. It names Lucius Junius Gallic as proconsul of the province 
of Achaia at that time. According to Claudius’ rule (Dio Cassius 60, 17), the 
proconsuls, in order to assume office, had to leave Rome by the middle of April. 
In the senatorial provinces, to which Achaia belonged, the proconsuls were in 
office one year. Since the twenty-sixth acclamation of Claudius must have 
taken place between 25 January 52 and 1 August 52, and since the time from 
Gallio’s possible assumption of office in May 52 until the twenty-sixth acclama¬ 
tion of Claudius mentioned in the epistle of the emperor is hardly sufficient for 
the events presupposed in the epistle, Gallio’s term of office is probably to be 
placed in the year 51-52 (52-53, however, is not excluded). Paul’s encounter 
with Gallio perhaps took place in May or June of 51. At the time Paul had 
already been in Corinth one and a half years (Acts 18:11), thus since the end 
of 49. Acts 18:2 reports that Paul, when he came from Athens to Corinth, 
dwelt with the couple Aquila and Priscilla, who, because of the Jewish edict of 
Claudius, had recently (7rpo(7<^a7(i)5) come from Italy to Corinth. Tliis expulsion 
of the Jews from Rome (Suetonius, Clatidins 25: **He [Claudius] expelled the 
Jews from Rome, since they were continually making disturbances with 
Chrestus as the instigator” [Judaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantcs 
Roma expulit]) may also have occurred in the year 49. Although we cannot 
ascribe events with precision to any one year, we can, on the basis of this one, 
absolute, fixed point, and upon the basis of the relative chronology to be inferred 
from the Pauline epistles and Acts, establish the following chronology: Accord¬ 
ing to the most probable calculations, there were about sixteen years between 
the call of Paul and the apostolic council (Gal. 1:18; 2:1). Three years are hardly 
too much for the time from the apostolic council to the end of Paul’s more 
than eighteen months of activity in Corinth (Gal. 2:1, 11; I Thess. 2:2; Phil. 
4:15 f.; I Thess. 3:1; II Cor. 11:7-9; Acts 15:30-18:18^?). And the time for the 
return from Corinth to Asia Minor via Palestine, the more than two-year so¬ 
journ in Ephesus, the journey to Corinth via Macedonia with the three-month 
stay in Achaia, and the time for delivering the collection to Jerusalem (I Cor. 
16:8; II Cor. 2:12 f.; 9:4; Rom. 15:25-27; Acts 18:18^-21:15), include un¬ 
doubtedly more than three years. Reckoned from the Corinthian stay (49-51), 


the following dates result: 

Conversion 31/32 

First visit to Jerusalem 34/3 5 

Abode in Syria and Cilicia 34/3 5-48 

Apostolic council 48 

First journey to Asia Minor and Greece 48-51/52 
Second journey to Asia Minor and Greece 51/52-55/56 
Arrival in Jerusalem c. 5 5/56 
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From there on reasonably certain statements about chronology cannot be 
made, since we do not know how long the trial of Paul in Caesarea lasted. Like 
the view that Paul was martyred under Nero (I Clem. 5:7; 6:1), the view that 
Paul was freed after his two-year imprisonment (Acts 28:30) and traveled to 
Spain (cf. Rom. 15:24; I Clem. 5:7) remains only a probable supposition. 

514. The First Epistle to the Thessalonians 

Commentaries, see p. 390. Studies: W. Lutgert, Die VoWkomvienen in Philippi und 
die Enthmiasten in Thessalo7iich, BFTh 13, 6, 1909, 5 5 ff.; W. Hadorn, Die Abfassnng 
der Thessalonicberbriefe in der Zeit der drittefi Missionsreise des PauluSy BFTh 24, 3-4, 
1919-20, 67 ff.; W. Michaelis, Die Gefangenschaft des Paidus in Ephesus und das 
Itinerar des Thnotheus, NTF I, 3, 192 5, 65 ff.; T. W. Manson, "St. Paul in Greece: 
The Letters to the Thessalonians,” BJRL 3 5, 1952-53, 428 flf. (= Manson, St., 259 ff.); 
C. E. Faw, "On the Writing of First Thessalonians,” JBL 71, 1952, 217 ff.; K.-G. 
Eckart, "Der zweite echte Brief des Apostels Paulus an die Thessalonicher,” ZThK 58, 
1961, 30 ff.; W. G. Kummel, "Das literarische und geschichtliche Problem des ersten 
Thessalonicherbriefes,” Neotestanietitica et Patristica, Freundesgabe O. Culhnann, NovT 
Suppl. 6, 1962, 213 ff. 


1. Contents 

After the introductory greetings (1:1) follows thanksgiving for the exem¬ 
plary manner in which the congregation has received the Christian faith 
(1:2-10). Then Paul retrospectively defends his missionary work in Thessalonica 
(2:1-12), and enters anew into the attitude of the readers (2:13-16). He con¬ 
cludes the first part of the Epistle (which remains within the framework of the 
epistolary introduction) with a thankful portrayal of his relations with the 
church (2:17—3:10), and intercession (3:11-13). In chaps. 4—5 follow warn¬ 
ings and instructions: a reminder of the moral duties of the Thessalonians as 
Christians with a pagan past (4:1-12), an eschatological instruction concerning 
the fate of those church members who have fallen asleep before the parousia, 
with a call for watchfulness to the living (4:13-5:11), and a series of particular 
directions for the life of the congregation (5:12-22). Closing prayer and bene¬ 
diction (5:23-28). 


2. The Founding of the Church 

Thessalonica, until 1937, Salonica, the capital of the Roman province Mace¬ 
donia, lay on the great military road, the “via Egnatia’* (Dyrrhachium-Byzan- 
tium), which connected Rome with the East. At that time it was already a 
populous city, which also had a synagogue (Acts 17:1), with numerous non- 
Jewish "God-fearers” (Acts 17:4). 

On the so-called second missionary journey, perhaps in the year 49, Paul, 
supported by Silvanus (or, as Acts calls him, Silas) and Timothy, came from 
Philippi to Thessalonica and founded the Christian church there. I Thess. 1:1, 
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5-8; 2:1-14; 3:1-6; Phil. 4:16, and Acts 17:1-10; 18:5, give sketches of the 
history of the founding. The congregation was almost entirely Gentile-Christian 
(1:9; 2:14; Acts 17:4). According to Col. 4:10 f., Aristarchus, who hailed 
from Thcssalonica, was a Jewish Christian (Acts 20:4). 

Acts 17:2 does not prove that Paul worked there only three to four weeks. 
An intimate and loving relationship between Paul and the church, as is shown 
in 2:9-12, 17, 19 f.; 3:6, could not have originated in so short a time, just as 
little as the exemplary faith of the Thessalonians (1:8 ff.). If, according to 
Phil. 4:16, the Christians from Philippi more than once sent support to Paul in 
Thessalonica, then his sojourn here must have been of a longer duration. Paul 
did not create a fixed church organization in Thessalonica. In 5:12 there is no 
talk of administrators in the official sense (cf. I Tim. 5:17) but of congrega¬ 
tional members, who voluntarily assist the brethren. The imperatives in 5:14 
are not intended for any kind of officeholders but summon the congregation 
itself to pastoral care of its members. 

The congregation must soon have enjoyed a gratifying development (1:3 f.; 
2:13); indeed, Paul characterizes them as exemplary for the believers in Mace¬ 
donia and Achaia (1:7 f.). But the Jews stirred up the rabble of the city against 
Paul and Silas, so that they had to flee by night to Berea (Acts 17:5 ff.). There 
also successful preaching was violently obstructed by the Jews from Thessalonica 
(Acts 17:13 f.). Then Paul went to Athens and hence to Corinth. According 
to Acts 17:14 f., Silas and Timothy remained behind in Berea but received a 
command from Paul in Athens to come to him as soon as possible, and, coming 
from Macedonia, they met again with Paul in Corinth (Acts 18:5). But these 
statements do not agree entirely with I Thess. 3:1-6. Here Paul says that in his 
heated desire for a report from the young congregation, which he had had to 
leave so suddenly, "we were willing to be left behind at Athens alone, and we 
sent Timothy” (3:1 f.), namely, to Tliessalonica. Once more he says the same 
thing in V. 5: *T sent . . . ,” so that v. 5 resumes the thought of v. 2 (editorial 
‘*we” = I of 3:6 ff., and often in Paul). The expression, "we were willing to 
be left behind at Athens alone,” presupposes the presence of Timothy in Athens. 
The various attempts to solve this contradiction are unprovable and probably 
unnecessary, because Acts was not precisely informed about the travels of 
PauPs companions (cf. v. Dobschiitz, Komm., 13 ff.). 


3. Time and Occasion of the Epistle 

The statements in I Thessalonians itself presuppose a situation according to 
which Paul had sent Timothy from Athens to Thessalonica (3:1 f.) in order to 
learn something about the continuing existence of the church. Since, according 
to 1:1 and 3:6, Timothy and Silvanus are with Paul, and Timothy has brought 
reports from Thcssalonica; since, moreover, Athens is so mentioned in 3:1 as if 
Paul were no more there, it is the predominant view that I Thessalonians was 
written in Corinth, where also, according to Acts 18:5, Timothy and Silvanus 
had again met Paul. Since for the journey of Timothy from Athens to Thessa- 
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lonica and back to Corinth and for the publication abroad in Macedonia and 
Achaia of the Thessalonians’ condition of faith (I Thcss. 1:8 f.) some time 
must have passed, I Thessalonians may have been written about the year 50. 

I Thessalonians is, therefore, the oldest preserved Pauline epistle. Against this 
dating, Liitgert, Hadorn, Michaelis, and Schmithals (ZNW 51, 1960, 230, 
232 f.) have raised several objections: a) The opponents of Paul who are com¬ 
bated in I Thessalonians advocate the same views as those attacked in Galatians 
and II Corinthians (according to Schmithals, Jcwish-Christian-Gnostic views), 
and Paul must defend himself against the same charges. That compels us to sup¬ 
pose that I Thessalonians was written during the same period of Paul’s activity 
as Galatians and II Corinthians (according to Schmithals also I Corinthians, 
Philippians, and Rom. 16). b) The reports concerning the spread of the infor¬ 
mation about the Thessalonians’ faith in Macedonia and Achaia, indeed, every¬ 
where (1:8 f.); the reports about the persecution of the church (2:14), and 
the organization already existing in it (5:12), refer to an interval from the 
time of the founding of the church which must be greater than a few months, 
c) The occurrence of several cases of death in the congregation is not con¬ 
ceivable within so short a time, d) Since according to Acts 17:14 and 18:5 
Timothy was not with Paul in Athens, but I Thess. 3:1 f. presupposes that he 
was, the stay in Athens mentioned in I Thessalonians cannot be identical with 
that mentioned in Acts. Consequently, I Thessalonians must have been written 
either during the third missionary journey when Paul made his “intermediate 
visit” to Corinth (II Cor. 2:1) (and then we must conjecture that on this jour¬ 
ney Paul, accompanied by Timothy, stayed in Athens), or Paul during his stop 
in Corinth from 50-52 must have been once more in Athens and sent Timothy 
from there to Thessalonica (so Michaelis as a possibility). 

But these arguments are not convincing, a) It is correct that in I Thess. 
2:1 flf. Paul defends himself against similar charges as in Galatians and II 
Corinthians: false leadership (I 2:3 = II Cor. 6:8); deceit (I 2:3 = II Cor. 
4:2); greed (I 2:5 = II Cor. 12:16-18); seeking of personal glory (I 2:6 = 

II Cor. 10:17 f.; 4:5; 3:1); not allowing himself to be supported by the congre¬ 
gation (I 2:7 = II Cor. 11:9); flattery and pleasing of men (I 2:4 f. = Gal. 
1:10) (cf. the exaggerated compilation by Schmithals, ZNW 51, 1960, 228). 
But this argument is no reason to date I Thessalonians from the time of the 
Apostle’s struggle against the Judaizers and the Gnostics. Jews, Judaizers, and 
Gnostics often used the same weapons against Paul. In Thessalonica it was the 
Jews there who appeared against him with great bitterness, drove him away, 
and pursued him to Berea. They obviously were the ones who persuaded the 
young Christian congregation that Paul was a false leader, a sorcerer with a 
mean disposition, who worked with all the tricks of selfish, ambitious propa¬ 
ganda. It is against such charges that Paul defends himself in 2:1 flf., 18 f.; 
3:9 f., and not against false teachings which have infiltrated the congregation. 
He feared that the Jewish calumnies of his person could make an impression 
upon the Christians, since he had left so quickly and did not return. If this is 
the historical background, then it also accounts for the sudden attack against 
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the Judaism which was hostile to Christians (2:14-16). b) The references to 
the spreading reputation of the Thessalonians’ belief and persecution befalling 
them demand no longer interval, and there is no talk of a fixed organization (see 
above, p. 182). c) A few cases of death could occur in a shorter period, 
d) Acts was hardly so precisely oriented about the journeys of Paul’s companions. 
But more important than these negative statements as arguments against the 
composition of I Thessalonians several years after the departure of Paul from 
Thessalonica, is what the Epistle itself tells us about the previous relations of 
Paul to the congregation. Already 1:5-2:12 is saturated with allusions to the 
period of Paul’s first missionary activity in Thessalonica (1:5, 9; 2:2, 8 f., 12). 
It tells us of his arrival among them (1:9; 2:1); it speaks of how unobjection¬ 
able his appearance in Thessalonica was, and how the Thessalonians through 
their conversion became imitators of Paul and Christ (1:6), and thereby exam¬ 
ples for others (1:7). In ever new phrases the Apostle reminds them of these 
facts: “you know” (1:5; 2:1 ff., 5), “you remember” (2:9), “you are wit¬ 
nesses” (2:10). These all seem to be entirely fresh recollections. Further, 2:17 f.: 
Paul after his departure 7rpo9 naipov wpa? was bereft because of his separation 
from the readers; therefore he was away from Thessalonica a very short time. 
Then the desire for his church so overcame him that he once, indeed twice, 
decided to travel to Thessalonica, in order to see whether the church in its times 
of tribulation and persecution was standing firm (3:2 f.), but “Satan hindered” 
him. Then, when he could bear it no longer to remain without a report from 
Thessalonica, he sent Timothy there from Athens (3:1 f., 5), received with 
great thankfulness and joy the good news which Timothy brought back to him, 
and immediately wrote this Epistle (3:6 ff.). Accordingly, the Epistle can 
have been written only a few months after the founding of the church, as the 
first epistle of the Apostle to them since their separation. 

According to 3:6, I Thessalonians was written directly after Timothy’s 
return to Paul. Paul had traveled again from Athens to Corinth and had begun 
to preach in the synagogue there, until finally Silas and Timothy should meet 
him again (Acts 18:1-5). According to that, several months, but not more, 
could very well lie between the separation of Paul from the Thessalonians and 
the composition of the Epistle. Paul, therefore, received the inducement to 
write I Thessalonians through the fresh reports which Timothy brought him 
from Thessalonica, whereby the possibility exists that Paul in chaps. 4 and 5 is 
answering a letter from the church (Faw, with reference to irepL in 4:9, 13; 
5:1, 12). The reports freed Paul from heavy solicitude: The church stands fast 
in faith and love (3:6). His deep joy over this report compels him to the dis¬ 
cussion which serves at the same time to strengthen the congregation’s faith 
and to defend Paul against the accusations brought against him. In this connec¬ 
tion we see not only the difficulty into which the Christians who were formerly 
Gentiles fell through the preaching of the imminent eschatological glory (cf. 
4:11 f., 13 ff.; 5:1 ff., 14), but also the necessity of bringing into living har¬ 
mony the certainty of imminent justification before God with sober moral duty 
in the present (5:6 ff.; 4:3 ff.; 5:12 f., 19 f.). On the other hand, in I Thessa- 
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lonians there is no systematic instruction, for this writing, which arose out of 
a particular, unique situation, is an actual epistle, a through and through personal 
and original witness to Pauline missionary work. 


4. Authenticity 

Baur and a part of his school (Volkmar, Holsten) denied the authenticity of 
this Epistle because it is lacking in originality and significant doctrinal ideas; it 
is dependent upon other NT writings; it contains nothing about justification by 
faith, no polemic against Judaizing teaching about the Law, and no OT quota¬ 
tions; finally, the apocalypticism in chaps. 4 and 5 is non-Pauline. The alleged 
literary parallels, however, do not exist, and in Thessalonica the battle against 
the Judaizers about justification by faith played no role. In vocabulary, style, 
and direction of thought the Epistle is genuinely Pauline. No later writer would 
have attributed to Paul the unfulfilled expectation of living to see the parousia 
(4:15, 17). There is no reason for denying to Paul the apocalyptic thoughts of 
the Epistle—they are also found in I Cor. 15:23 ff., 51 ff. Tlie recent attempt 
to show that I Thessalonians is a piecing together of two genuine epistles to the 
Thessalonians (E. Fuchs, Thv 7, 1960, 46 ff.; Eckart) is insufficiently grounded. 
The additional supposition that the sections 2:13-16; 4:1-8, 10/?-12, 18; 
5:12-22, 27 are un-Pauline additions of the redactor (Eckart) runs aground 
on the incontestably Pauline language of these sections, and also on the fact 
that nothing convincing can be adduced against these texts. Tliere can be no 
justifiable doubt that all of I Thessalonians is of Pauline origin. 

515. The Second Epistle to the Thessalonians 

Besides the lit. to ^14: W. Wrede, Die Echtheit des II Thess., TU, N. F. 9, 2, 1903; 
A. Harnack, Das Problem des 11 Thess,, SBA 1910, 560 fif.; J. Wrzol, *‘Die Echtheit 
des II Thess. untersucht,” BSt 19, 4, 1916; J. Graafen, Die Echtheit des 2. Briefes 
an die Thessalonicher, NTA 14, 5, 1930; E. Schweizer, “Der II Thess. ein Phil.?,” 
ThZ 1, 1945, 90 flf., 286 ff.; 2, 1946, 74 f., contrariwise W. Michaelis, ibid. 1, 282 flF.; 
J. Klausner, Von Jesus zu Panins, 1950, 229 flf.; Fro77i Jesus to Paul. Tr. from Hebrew 
by William F. Stinespring, 1943; H. Braun, **Zur nichtpaulinischen Herkunft dcs zwei- 
ten Thessalonicherbriefes,” ZNW 44, 1952-53, 152 ff. (= Gesammelte Studien zum NT 
und seiner Umwelt, 1962, 205 ff.). 


1. Contents 

After introduction and greeting (1:1-2), Paul gives thanks for the preserva¬ 
tion of the church in faith and love, especially for their endurance in suffering, 
refers to parousia and last judgment, and concludes his epistolary introduction 
with intercession for the congregation (1:3-12). The actual letter begins, in 
view of reports from the church, with an attempt to keep the Thessalonians 
from an exaggerated expectation of the parousia: The day of the Lord is not yet 
there; before that the antichrist must come; he is working already in secret 
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but is restrained by a power known to the congregation; after his revelation 
he will immediately be destroyed by the Lord’s parousia (2:1-12). There 
follow thanks for the election of the Christians, admonition to firmness, and 
renewed intercession, with reference to the steadfastness of Christ and God 
(2:13-3:5), then special instructions in respect to the disorderly, who, because 
of the nearness of the parousia, lead a life of laziness (3:6-16). Epistolary con¬ 
clusion in Paul’s own hand (3:17-18). 


2. Chronological Sequence of I and II Thessalonians 

Since Hugo Grotius (1640) several scholars have placed II before I (recently, 
e.g., J. Weiss, Earliest Christianity, Translation edited F. C. Grant, 1959, I, 
289 ff.; Hadorn [see ^14], 116 ff.; de Zwaan, Appel [II was only se7tt be¬ 
fore I!], T. W. Manson [see 5H], Albertz). The reasons for this predating of 
II are: 1) In the canon, I was placed first because it is longer than II. 2) When 
Timothy was sent to Thessalonica he would have taken an epistle with him. 
3) The troubles are present in II, past in I. 4) The disorders are something new 
in II 3:11; on the other hand, in I 5:14 the unorderly are mentioned as already 
dealt with; I 4:10, 12 is so short that this admonition can be understood only 
from II 3. 5) Tlie reference to the personal subscription (11 3:17) would 
have meaning only in the first epistle. 6) The remark that the congregation 
has no need of instruction about times and seasons (I 5:1) is more suitable if 
the congregation had already read II 2. 7) The references with irepl (I 4:9, 13; 
5:1) to questions which are problematic in the congregation are best explained 
if these questions were raised in the congregation through the statements in II. 
But these reasons are by no means convincing: 1) For a disarrangement in con¬ 
nection with the collection of the Pauline epistles there is no criterion. 2) 
Timothy is the cosender and thus not the bearer. 3) The difficulties continue 
after I 3:3 f. and, considering the state of affairs in Thessalonica, could be 
renewed any day, and, as II 1:4 ff. shows, that actually happened. 4) According 
to I 4:11, Paul, in connection with the founding of the church, already had to 
ward off a tendency toward sloth on the part of enthusiastic eschatologists. 
He confronts this inclination in I 4:10 f.; 5:14. But in II, in the meantime, 
energetic measures have become necessary, in connection with which Paul 
naturally appeals to fundamental oral instructions, not to I 4:10 f.; 5:14. 
5) Paul refers to earlier epistolary communications not only in I Cor. 5:9; II 
Cor. 2:3 ff.; 7:8, 12, but also in II Thess. 2:15; and in II 2:2 he perhaps pre¬ 
supposes that a forged letter supposedly from him is in circulation in Thessa¬ 
lonica. This conjecture abundantly justifies his remark in II 3:17 about his 
mode of letter writing. 6) I 5:1 f. alludes to oral instruction just as does 
I 4:9. 7) Nothing points to the idea that the questions which arose in the 
congregation were raised by a letter from Paul. But the fact that I 2:17-3:10 
could stand only in the first letter to the congregation speaks decisively against 
the hypothesis that I Thessalonians is the second letter to the congregation. The 
canonical sequence must, therefore, be the original one. 
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3* Occasion 

The letter cannot have been composed long after I, that is, 50-51 in Corinth, 
for the inscription to II also names, in addition to Paul, Silvanus and Timothy. 
But, according to Acts, Silvanus accompanied the Apostle only during the 
so-called second missionary journey. Tlie situation of the congregation pre¬ 
supposed in II is the same as in I, but Paul has received new reports from 
Thcssalonica: **we hear” (3:11; cf. 2:2). The congregation had not wavered 
in persecutions and afflictions (1:4), but there had developed within it fantastic 
conceptions of the parousia.^ False teachers had spoken of alleged revelations 
(Sta TTvevfiaTOf; 2:2), and appeals seem to have been made to oral and epistolary 
statements of Paul to the effect that the day of the Lord had already come (2:2). 
The apocalyptic fanaticism exercised such a bad influence upon the moral be¬ 
havior of some church members that Paul commanded that the means of church 
discipline be used against this fanaticism (3:6 ff., 11 ff.). The things mentioned 
were the chief occasion of II. Paul guards against epistolary forgery (2:2), 
gives the characteristic of his genuine letters, i.e., the conclusion in his own hand 
(3:17), and teaches about the parousia (2:1-12). 


4. Authenticity 

For history of criticism cf. B. Rigaux, Comm, 124 ff. Tlie first to deny the 
authenticity, fundamentally only the authenticity of 2:1-12, was J. E. Chris¬ 
tian Schmidt, Vermntungen ilber die beiden Briefe an die Thessalonicher, 1801. 
According to Schmidt, Paul would have had to call to mind I Thessalonians 
if he wanted to warn the congregation to have confidence in a letter written 
in his name, in which the imminent parousia of Christ was maintained. In II 
2:1-12 those warnings as well as the fancies about the antichrist connected 
with them are un-Pauline. In the first edition of his Einl. De Wette took up 
Schmidt’s doubt but later decided in favor of authenticity (4th ed.). In an 
exhaustive investigation F. H. Kern (TZTh 1839, 145 ff.) opposed the Pauline 
origin of II. He placed the chief emphasis of his investigation upon 2:1-12. This 
apocalyptic portrayal is comparable to Rev. 13:3 ff.; 17:8 ff., and hence is 
to be dated during the period 68-70. A Paulinist put this apocalyptic picture 
into a frame which he took from the materials of I. Thus the impression of 
literary dependence of II upon I formed for Kern a secondary argument against 
authenticity. Kern also referred to other questionable instances, such as II 3:17, 
the statement of the characteristic of all genuine Pauline epistles, a notice which 
Kern regarded as an attempt to secure recognition for the unauthentic letter. 
He also found un-Pauline phrases in II. For decades Kern’s investigation was 
decisive. Many accepted it (Baur, Hilgenfeld, Pfleiderer, Hausrath, and others; 
some placed II in the time of Trajan). 

Weizsacker {The Apostolical Age of the Christian Church. Tr. James Millar, 
from 2nd ed. [1892], 1897, i, 295 ff.) was the first who based the critical 
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considerations principally upon IPs literary dependence upon I. According to 
Holtzmann, the chief question about the unauthenticity of II hinges upon the 
^ relation of II 2:1-12 to I 4:13-5:11 (the pictures of the future in these two 
passages are irreconcilable); added to that, II consists almost entirely of extracts, 
paraphrases, and variations of I. Wrede in his proof of the unauthenticity of 
II emphasized the literary relation of II to I: II is almost completely dependent 
upon I, and was composed around 100, with I as a basis. In addition, Wrede 
also urged that if Paul had believed, as must be concluded from II 2:2; 3:17, 
that his name was misused in a forgery, then he must have pursued this matter, 
but he does not do that. Today where the authenticity of II is doubted, Wrede’s 
criticism continues to exercise influence. Critics also point to the incompatibility 
of II 2:1-12 with the eschatological sections in I 4:13 ff. and I Cor. 15:20 £F. 
(Masson), or to the moralizing in II 1:5 ff.; 2:12, in comparison with Paul 
(Braun). There are to be named as advocates of unauthenticity besides those 
already mentioned Julicher, R. Bultmann, Theology of the NT, II, 142, H. J. 
Schoeps, Paul, Tr. Harold Knight, 1961, 51, E. Fuchs, Thv 7, 1960, 46, G. Born- 
kamm, RGG ^ V, 1961, 167, K.-G. Eckart (see to $14), J. C. Beker, JR 38, 
1958, 132, by connecting 6 Karexoiv II 2:7 to Paul. 

Yet weighty considerations oppose the supposition of a non-Pauline origin 
j of II Tliessalonians. The reasons against authenticity based upon the difference 
^ between the expectation of the end in I and II cannot be considered as valid. 
The illustrative material in II 2:3 ff. does not originate from the history of the 
time but is traditional apocalyptic material. Both **the man of lawlessness” 
(II 2:3) and the Karix^^ (^ 2:7) are traditional apocalyptic figures (see 
Dibelius, ad loc.,), and the events, which II 2:3 ff. presuppose, are to be joined 
together with I Cor. 15:23 ff. in a coherent eschatological picture no better and 
no worse than I 4:13 ff. with I Cor. 15:51 ff. The contradiction between I and 
II, that the parousia according to I 5:2 comes suddenly like a thief in the night, 
whereas according to II 2:3 ff. not until after the appearance of various signs 
(rebellion, revelation of the man of lawlessnes, who takes his seat in the temple 
in a blasphemous arrogance and proclaims himself to be God, removal of the 
restraining power), does not appear strange, so long as we keep in mind that 
both conceptions—the end comes suddenly, and it is historically prepared for 
—go together and are viewed together in the apocalypticism of Judaism and 
primitive Christianity. J. Klausner has rightly drawn our attention to the fact 
that in other times in history great spirits have expressed themselves differently 
in style and content in writings chronologically close to one another. Moreover, 
in spite of the reference to the delayed events, II 2:7 also says: '*The mystery 
of lawlessness is already at work”; the eschatological drama, whose goal is the 
parousia of Christ, has already begun. Occasioned by reports from Thessalonica, 
Paul supposes that a forged epistle, supposedly from him, is circulating in Thes¬ 
salonica (2:2; 3:11), and once for all states the characteristic of his genuine 
epistles (3:17), without finding it necessary to go further into the question of 
an unauthentic epistle. And in view of the overheated eschatological expectation 
on the part of some Christians in Thessalonica, Paul had occasion to point out 
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that the parousia would be delayed, in spite of the fact that he still held fast 
to the expectation of the parousia. 

The language and style of II Thessalonians are, apart from particular words, 
thoroughly Pauline: eTTK^dma is found only in II 2:8 and in the Pastorals for 
the parousia, but in II Thessalonians it is not used as an isolated terminm tech- 
nicus. And if occ<isionally in II Thessalonians (2:13; 3:16) Kvpio^ appears for 
^€09 in I Thessalonians (1:4; 5:23), such changes are also found otherwise (I 
Thess. 2:12, cf. with Col. 1:10). The literary connection of II Thessalonians 
with I Thessalonians is doubtless very close (cf. the lists in Rigaux, Comm., 
133 f.). But against Wrede’s contention, the parallels are not in the same 
sequence and extend to only about a third of the Epistle, so that nothing compels 
us to suppose a literary dependence of II upon I. And the change of tone (cf. 
II 1:3; 2:13 cvyapiardv oc^eiAo/xcv with I 1:2; 2:13 cvxapto-Tovpev) is understand¬ 
able in view of the censure which Paul has to express in II Thessalonians and, 
besides that, corresponds to liturgical style (I Clem. 38:4; Barn. 5:3). And if 
Braun wants to find in II Thessalonians a moralizing development of the the¬ 
ology of I Thessalonians because of IPs presupposition of divine judgment upon 
those who afflict the congregation (II 1:5 ff.), in I 2:16 there is also found 
an analogous judgment upon the Jews who are hostile to the mission. And II 
1:11 shows that Paul by no means relies upon a general acceptance of Chris¬ 
tians as Christians in the judgment. 

The hypothesis of unauthenticity is subject to criticism, not only on the 
grounds of eschatology and language, but in and of itself. Since II Thessalonians 
from the early second century on (Polycarp, Phil. 11:4; Marcion) belonged 
indisputably to the Pauline writings, it must have been written at the latest by 
the beginning of the second century. But the eschatological teaching, which 
forms the center of the Epistle, cannot be understood from post-Pauline tenden¬ 
cies of the first century. II 2:4 was obviously written while the temple was 
still standing. The fact that the addition of pieO* rjpLojv (II 1:7) is good Pauline 
style (cf. I 3:12 and v. Dobschiitz, ad loc.) and would be very improbable for 
an imitator, also speaks in favor of the Pauline origin of II Thessalonians. And 
likewise the premature conclusion of II 3:1-5 is more suitable to Paul who is 
dictating his correspondence in a vivid way than to an author who is con¬ 
sciously imitating him. 

With the supposition of the authenticity of II Thessalonians, there naturally 
remains the striking fact that Paul must have written to the same congregation 
after a relatively short time an epistle so similar in many respects to the first one. 
Attempts have been made to elude this difficulty by supposing that II Thes¬ 
salonians was originally directed to a Jewish-Christian minority in Thessalonica 
(Harnack, Albertz), or to a special group within the congregation (Dibelius), 
or even to the church at Berea (Goguel) or Philippi (Schweizer). But weighing 
against all these hypotheses are the facts that then the original address of the 
Epistle must have been altered (why?), and that according to II 2:15 Paul 
already had written an epistle to the same congregation. 

II Thessalonians remains best understood if Paul himself wrote II a few weeks 
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after I, when I was still fresh in his memory. Thus, on the one hand, the 
apocalyptic teaching becomes understandable, which now, as an elaboration of 
Paul’s original oral missionary preaching, shows the other side of the question, 
and, on the other hand, the peculiar mixture of components of the new letter 
with material from I, whereby I 2:1-3:10 remains basically unused. The some¬ 
what changed situation also makes understandable the amplification of those 
points of view which already were treated in I, such as thc-duty-oLsuffering, Ac 
threat of judgme nt against the persecutors of the church, and the reproof of the 
slothful and fanatics. If there remain some details in II (and even in I) which 
are not as clear to us as we would like for them to be, we still have no cause 
to doubt the authenticity of II, for this lack of clarity is the consequence of IPs 
being a real letter. 
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Commentaries, see p. 3 89. Studies: W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Romai 
Empire, ®1894, 74 ff.; W. Lutgert, Gesetz und Gehi, Eine Untersuchung zur Vorge- 
schichte des Gal., BFTh 22, 6, 1919; J. H. Ropes, The Singular Problem of the 
Epistle to the Galatians, HarvThSt 14, 1929; T. W. Manson, *‘St. Paul in Ephesus; 
(2) The Problem of the Epistle to the Galatians,” BJRL 24, 1940, 59 ff. (= Man- 
son, St., 168 ff.); B. Orchard, **A New Solution of the Galatians Problem,” BJRL 
28, 1944, 154 If.; F. C. Crownfield, “The Singular Problem of the Dual Galatians,” 
JBL 64, 1945, 491 ff.; C. H. Buck, “The Date of Galatians,” JBL 70, 1951, 113 ff.; 
J. Munck, Paulus und die Heilsgeschichtc, Acta Jutlandica 26, 1, 1954, 79 ff.; Paul 
and the Salvation of Mankind. Tr. Frank Clarke, 1959, 87 ff.; W. Schmithals, 
“Die Haretiker in Galatien,” ZNW 47, 1956, 25 ff.; G. Stahlin, RGG® II, 1958, 
1187 ff.; H. ScHLiER, LThK IV, 487 f.; C. E. Faw, “The Anomaly of Galatians,” 
BR 4, 1960, 25 ff.; G. Klein, “Gal.2,6-9 und die Geschichte der Jerusalemer Urge- 
meinde,” ZThK 57, 1960, 275 ff.; A. Viard, DBS VII, 1961, 211 ff. (bibl.); K. 
Wegenast, Das Verstandnis der Tradition bet Paulus und in den Deuteropaulinen, 
WMANT 8, 1962, 36 ff. 


1. Contents 

After the address, which has been expanded by apology (1:1-5), there follows, 
contrary to epistolary custom, no thanksgiving for the addressees, but Paul be¬ 
gins immediately with reference to the situation in the churches, in that he 
censures the readers because of their desertion of the gospel, and his judgment 
falls upon their seducers (1:6-10). Then follows, first of all, in the First Part 
(1:11-2:21) Paul’s personal defense against attacks on his apostolic office: 
His gospel does not stem from men; he has received it directly from God in 
the revelation of Christ before Damascus—hence his independence in his mis¬ 
sionary calling from the first days on (1:11-24). His gospel in its peculiarity 
was expressly approved and recognized by the primitive church in Jerusalem 
and the primitive apostles at the apostolic council (2:1-10). In connection 
with a visit of Peter to Antioch, Paul showed his independence of men, even in 
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respect to the leading primitive apostle, and defended the truth of his law-free 
gospel (2:11-21). 

The Second Part (3:1-4:31) demonstrates in an cxegctical way, and with 
reference to the experience of the readers, the necessity of freedom from the 
Law: Faith, not works, obtains salvation; justification is not connected with the 
fulfillment of the Law but with the promise. The readers know that from 
their own experience (3:1-5); the example of Abraham attests that to them 
(3:6-9); rightly understood, the entire OT already says that to them (3:10- 
14), for in the OT Law and faith oppose each other as two exclusive opposites. 
Through Christ the Law is now abrogated (3:15-24), and the time of the free 
adoption of God has broken in (3:25-4:7). Therewith slavery to the elements 
of the world is abolished, and therefore the Galatians must not subject them¬ 
selves to them again for any price (4:8-11). After a personal appeal to the Gala¬ 
tians to consider the love which existed between them and their apostle (4:12- 
20), there follows, somewhat unexpectedly, a scriptural proof for the freedom 
of Christians through an allegorical interpretation of the OT narrative of Hagar 
and Sarah (4:21-31). 

The Third Part (5:1-6:10), which is attached with a paraenetic ovv (see 
W. Nauck, ZNW 49, 1958, 134 f.), exhorts them to preserve the gift of free¬ 
dom through obedience to the Spirit in freedom from the Law, and closes with 
concrete instructions. The epistolary conclusion in Paul’s own hand warns anew 
about self-seeking false teachers but contains no personal greeting, only Paul’s 
good wishes. 


2. The Territory of Galatia 

The Galatians, in the narrower sense, who alone were thought to be the 
addressees until the eighteenth century, were Celts, who had settled in central 
Asia Minor in the first half of the third century before Christ. Around 240 B.c. 
King Attains of Pergamum limited their territory to the river regions of the 
Halys and the Sangarios, with the cities Ancyra, Pessinus, and Tavium. In 25 
B.c. the last king of the Galatians, Amyntas, left behind his kingdom to the 
Romans, who made a province out of it, with Ancyra as the capital. This 
province included, in addition to the actual land of Galatia, several other terri¬ 
tories, including Pisidia, Isauria, parts of Lycaonia, Phrygia, Paphlagonia, and 
Pontus. The extent of the territories and cities assimilated into the province 
of Galatia was changed more than once. Officially, it bore no uniform name. 
The abbreviated designation of the province with the name Galatia appears 
occasionally in writers of the age of the emperors, but not in inscriptions. The 
name **Galatian” is found only for the inhabitants of the territory of Galatia 
(see PW 7, 1 = 13, 556 f.). 

3. The Recipients of the Epistle 

In Galatia at the time of Galatians there existed several churches in unnamed 
places (1:2). Concerning the time of their founding, the Epistle says-nothing. 
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Acts mentions the land of Galatia twice: 16:6 says only that the Apostle and 
his companions passed through the region of Phrygia and Galatia; according 
to 18:23, there were disciples at the beginning of the so-called third missionary 
journey in the region of Galatia and Phrygia, i.e., congregations existed there. 
Did Paul write to these congregations in **the region of Galatia”? 

Two answers stand opposed to each other, the falsely so-called “south Gala¬ 
tian” and “north Galatian” theories. The south Galatian hypothesis, or better, 
“province hypothesis” [“Provinzhypothese”], refers to the congregations at 
Antioch, Lystra, Derbe, Iconium, and others, in Pisidia and Lycaonia, founded 
on the first missionary journey (Acts 13, 14), which Paul again visited on the 
so-called second missionary journey (Acts 16:1 ff.). The north Galatian hy¬ 
pothesis, or better, “territory hypothesis” [“Landschaftshypothese”], seeks the 
addressees of the Epistle in the actual land of Galatia, in the territory of Galatia. 
Since, according to Acts 18:23, congregations are presupposed there, one must, 
according to this hypothesis, in spite of the silence of Acts, suppose that Paul, 
on his passage through the Galatian territory (Acts 16:6), gave the impetus 
to the founding of these congregations. 

The “province hypothesis” appeared for the first time in Joh. Joach. Schmidt 
(1748) and J. P. Mynster (1825). W. M. Ramsay and Zahn advocated it most 
effectively. Today it has numerous supporters (e.g., Goodspeed, T. W. Manson, 
Orchard, Heard, Henshaw, Albertz, Ridderbos, R. T. Stamm, McNeile-Williams, 
Michaelis, Guthrie, Klijn). Tlie chief arguments for this hypothesis are the 
following: 1) Paul was accustomed to use as designations of the lands through 
which he passed the Roman provincial names, not the names of the territories. 
Lycaonia and Pisidia, however, belonged to the province Galatia. 2) In the 
churches of Galatia there were born Jews, which proves true only of the province 
Galatia, since we know practically nothing of Jews in the territory of Galatia. 
3) According to Acts 20:4, Paul has Christians from the province Galatia (Gaius 
of Derbe, Timothy of Lystra) among the bearers of the collection, but no dele¬ 
gates from the territory of Galatia, whereas according to I Cor. 16:1 the collec¬ 
tion was also gathered in Galatia. 4) The activity of the envoys from Jerusalem 
in Galatia in the south of the Taurus mountains is more probable than in the 
hardly accessible inner Asia Minor. But none of these arguments is really effec¬ 
tive: 1) The contention that Paul used only the official names of the provinces 
cannot be maintained. In Gal. 1:21 Paul mentions his journey from Jerusalem 
and names Syria as the territory for which he first sets out. Here, however, he 
speaks of Syria, not in the broader, official sense of the Roman province, to 
which Jerusalem also belonged, but in the narrower sense of Seleucidian Syria, 
in which Antioch lay. When he refers to the Christian congregations in Judea 
(I Thess. 2:14), he is thinking of the territory of Judea (likewise in II Cor. 
1:16). And Arabia, to which Paul went after his Damascus experience (Gal. 
1:17), was no official name for the kingdom of the Nabateans. 2) The places 
which could point to Jewish Christians in the congregations (3:2 f., 13 f., 23 f.; 
4:2, 5; 5:1), speak generally of the Christians there; but, according to 4:8; 
5:2 f.; 6:12 f., it is certain that the Galatians were Gentile Christians. As a 
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matter of fact, the passages cited testify only to the opinion natural to Paul as a 
former Jew that the OT Law has validity for all mankind, and, therefore, 
through Christ’s redemptive death the Gentiles also were freed from the Law. 
3) In Acts 20:4 there are also no bearers from Achaia in the collection deputa¬ 
tion, who would be expected according to I Cor. 16:1 ff. Moreover, it is question¬ 
able whether Gains was not a Macedonian (cf. Acts 19:29 and 20:4 Aovl3[r)]pLO<; 
according to D gig). 4) If, in connection with the opponents in Galatia, it is 
actually supposed to be a matter of envoys from Jerusalem (see below, pp. 
193 ff.), then we know in any case nothing at all about their journeys, and even 
the supposition would be conceivable that they also were active in the churches 
founded by Paul on the so-called first missionary journey, before they went into 
the territory of Galatia, without our learning anything of this activity. This 
argument is, therefore, completely useless. 

On the other hand, at least two arguments speak for the supposition that 
Galatians was directed to Christian congregations in the territory of Galatia: 
1) If Galatians were sent to the congregations founded on the so-called first mis¬ 
sionary journey, then Paul would not have said: **Then I went into the regions 
of Syria and Cilicia” (1:21), but something like this: Then I went to Syria, 
Cilicia, and to you. 2) Paul could not possibly have addressed Lycaonians or 
Pisidians *'0 foolish Galatians” (3:1), particularly since this linguistic usage is 
generally not attested. Tlie same linguistic usage as in Acts and contemporary 
writers, who clearly distinguish the Galatians from their neighboring tribes, 
must also be presupposed in Paul, a native of Asia Minor. Thus the supposition 
that the addressees are the Galatians living in inner Asia Minor, whom Paul 
visited on his second and third missionary journeys, is most nearly suited to the 
indications of the Epistle. This judgment, to be sure, can first be considered to 
some degree certain if it can be shown that the historical situation presupposed 
in Galatians corresponds to this supposition. 

4. The Historical Situation 

The determination of the historical occasion of the Epistle presupposes the 
answer to two questions, both of which are very controversial: a) Who are the 
opponents whom Paul battles in Galatians? b) Which events in the life of 
Paul does Galatians presuppose as already having occurred? 

a) It is clear that the Epistle is directed against an agitation in the Galatian 
churches, which was brought into the churches from the outside. Persons who 
‘‘pervert the gospel” (1:7) and “unsettle the congregations” (1:7; 5:10, 12) 
have appeared suddenly since Paul’s last visit in Galatia. They are doubtless 
Christians (1:6 f.) who want to cause the congregations to accept circum¬ 
cision (5:2; 6:12 f.), and evidently also demand the following of the Law 
(3:2; 5:4). Possibly the Galatians already observe certain festivals (4:10); 
but in general they appear not yet to have succumbed to the propaganda of 
the intruders (4:9; 6:13, 16). Paul turns sharply against these intruders; he 
curses them, if they preach another gospel, which is no gospel (1:6 fi.); he 
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reproaches them for following impure motives (4:17; 6:13), for not keeping 
the Law themselves (6:13), and sarcastically summons them to castrate them¬ 
selves (5:12). It is not clear whether a specific leading person is behind these 
intruders (5:7, 10). (Contrary to H. Lietzmann [Kichie Schriften II, TU 68, 
288], Paul here in no case alludes to Peter, for such an allusion would be 
inconsistent with the tone with which Paul speaks of Peter in 1:18 and 2:8 ff. 
Moreover, we lack any report that Peter was in Asia Minor.) Since the second 
century (Marcionite prologue to Galatians: **The Galatians . . . were tempted 
by false apostles to turn to the Law and circumcision” [Galatae . . . temptati 
sunt a falsis apostolis, ut in legem et circumcisionem verterentur]) scholars 
generally have concluded from these statements that radical, Jewish-Christian 
opponents of Paul, the so-called **Judaizers” from Jerusalem, had infiltrated the 
churches, and had sought to convince the uncircumcised Gentile Christians living 
free of the Law to accept circumcision and thereby to take upon themselves 
the Jewish Law. Recently this supposition has been questioned from various 
sides. On the one hand, it has been maintained that the opponents in Galatia 
could only be Gentile Christians, who wanted to win other Gentile Christians 
to circumcision which they had accepted; only thus can be explained the sar¬ 
castic exaggeration of the demand for circumcision (5:12), the present tense 
ot TrepLTC/xvoixevoL (6:13), and the contention that the opponents themselves do 
not keep the Law (E. Hirsch, ZNW 29, 1930, 192 ff.; Lietzmann, Beyer, 
Munck). On the other hand, it has been observed that Paul must defend him¬ 
self against charges that his apostolic office was a commission received only 
from men (1:1, 11), and at the same time repulse libertine views which cannot 
be directed against the Judaizers (5:13, 16; 6:1, 8). In the light of these obser¬ 
vations some have concluded that Paul struggled on two fronts, against both 
Judaizers and libertine **pneumatikoi,” who battled each other within the con¬ 
gregations (5:15; Liitgert, Ropes). Others, however, have correctly objected 
against this thesis that in Galatians there is no trace of a polemic alternating 
between two fronts. Therefore, attempts have been made to do justice not only 
to the observations of Liitgert and Ropes but also to the reasons for the tradi¬ 
tional interpretation that the opponents were Judaizers, by describing the Gala¬ 
tian opponents as syncretistic Jews, who strove through casuistic legalism for 
higher enlightenment (Crownfield), or as Gnostic Jewish Christians (Schmithals, 
Wegenast). Schmithals based his thesis upon the following argumentation: a) 
Judaizers did not reproach Paul for dependence upon the primitive apostles, 
b) As opponents of the Gentile mission, Judaizers could not promote the Gentile 
mission, c) Paul was the first to draw to the attention of the Galatians that if 
circumcised they had to keep the entire Law (5:3; Gnostic circumcision never 
obliged one to keep the Mosaic Law), d) The observance of particular times 
in connection with the worship of angels (4:9 f.) is, like the above, understand¬ 
able only from Gnostic presuppositions. Contrary to Schmithals, we hold that 
no one can deny that the Galatian intruders demanded the acceptance of the 
Law (2:16; 3:21^; 4:21; 5:4). In 5:3 Paul did not make known to the Gala¬ 
tians a new fact, but only wanted to remind them anew of a known fact which 
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they had not sufficiently taken into consideration. In any case, the Galatian 
opponents were advocates of a Jewish legalism. Certainly the interpretation of 
their demand for circumcision as a means of releasing oneself symbolically from 
the lordship of the flesh has no basis at all in Galatians. And since Paul interprets 
the subjection to the Jewish Law in 4:3 fiF., 8 ff., as well as service to the ele¬ 
mental spirits, as the veneration of the /xt; orre? Oeot, the basis for the obser¬ 
vance of particular times in 4:10 is not recognizable with certainty but is better 
understood in connection with renewed obedience to the Law. Hence, if the 
reasons for regarding the opponents as Gnostics fall to the ground, then it is 
also clear at the same time that their Gentile origin can hardly be established 
(TrepLTejjLvojjievoL 6:13 compared with 5:3 is no proof for a circumcision not prac¬ 
ticed until now; whether 5:12 would be intolerable if directed against Jews 
is a subjective judgment; and if 3:7 strongly emphasizes that only men of faith 
are Abraham’s sons, then such a proof in respect to newly circumcised Gentile 
Christians is not probable, since the proselytes were not called **sons of Abra¬ 
ham”). The opponents were, therefore, doubtless Jewish Christians who preached 
circumcision and fulfillment of the Law. That they were connected with Jeru¬ 
salem is not clearly said. Nevertheless, it seems that Paul not only was reproached 
in general because his apostolic dignity was merely dependent upon men, but 
also in particular because he was dependent upon the apostles of Jerusalem 
and was, therefore, no true apostle, charges which he seeks to prove are not 
historically correct (1:15 ff.). Thus there exists some probability that the 
Galatian opponents were somehow connected with the primitive church in 
Jerusalem, certainly not with the '^pillars,” as 2:6 ff. shows, but with the **false 
brethren” mentioned in 2:4, who in no case were still Jews (so Schmithals). 
Precisely on the basis of Gal. 2:1 ff., we cannot deny, as do Schmithals and 
Munck, that the Jerusalem church, in addition to the **pillars,” also had a radical 
wing which opposed the law-free Gentile mission (not any Gentile mission). 
5:13 ff., however, is not fighting against an antinomian libertinism. Rather, it 
combats the conclusion which was either actually drawn by the Galatian Chris¬ 
tians, or which was falsely maintained by the opponents as the consequence 
of Pauline teaching, that freedom from the Law leads to licentiousness. Here 
Paul opposes their conclusion by linking Christians to the leadership of the 
divine Spirit. At any rate, the opponents of Paul in Galatia were Jewish Chris¬ 
tians true to the Law, and whether Gnostic features must also be ascribed to 
them (Schlier, Stahlin, H. Roster, RGG ^ III, 1959, 18; Beyer-Althaus think 
of ‘^Hellenistic Judaizers”), is not certain. This statement helps to make compre¬ 
hensible the concrete occasion of Galatians, but permits no more precise historical 
definition of the Epistle. 

b) The dating of the Epistle depends above all upon the answer to the ques¬ 
tion, How is the account of the meeting of Paul and Barnabas with the “pillars” 
in Jerusalem (Gal. 2:1 ff.) related to Paul’s journeys to Jerusalem reported in 
Acts and to the report of the apostolic council in Jerusalem (Acts 15:1 ff.)? 
Since Paul tells of two journeys to Jerusalem up to and including this meeting 
(Gal. 1:18; 2:1), but Acts mentions three (9:26; 11:30; 12:25; 15:4), thr. 
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decisive question is whether both accounts (Gal. 2:1 fiF.; Acts 15:1 ff.) refer 
to the same event. If that is the case, how can the difference in the number of 
journeys to Jerusalem in both sources be reconciled? 

1) We can obtain this harmonization most simply by denying that the two 
accounts in Gal. 2:1 ff. and Acts 15:1 ff. are speaking of the same event. In 
favor of this supposition one can especially point out that thus the lack of the 
apostolic decree (Acts 15:22 f.) in the account in Gal. 2:1 fF. becomes under¬ 
standable, and that then there is no necessity of ascribing to the author of Acts 
an error in the number or arrangement of Paul’s journeys to Jerusalem. For in 
this case the journey of Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem reported in Gal. 2:1 can 
readily be identified with the journey mentioned in Acts 11:30; 12:25. Then the 
apostolic council of Acts 15:1 ff. takes place after the composition of Galatians. 
But in order to place the composition of Galatians before the apostolic council 
of Acts 15:1 ff., it must be supposed that evrjyyeXKTdfirjv vjjuv to TrpoTcpov (4:13) 
refers to only one visit of Paul in the churches in the province of Galatia (or 
at the most to the stay when the churches were founded [Acts 13:13-14:20] 
in comparison with the return journey of Acts 14:21 ff.; so recently Heard, 
Henshaw, Orchard, Guthrie, Klijn). In this case Galatians would be the oldest 
preserved Pauline epistle, composed between the missionary journey of Acts 
13, 14 and the apostolic council of Acts 15. But this attempted solution com¬ 
prises too many improbabilities. That the two accounts in Gal. 2:1 ff. and Acts 
15:1 ff. do not intend to report the same event is most unlikely, since both 
accounts have to do with the same question of circumcision and of responsibility 
toward the Law, involving Paul and Barnabas and the apostles of Jerusalem. 
Furthermore, if we adopt this position, then we must accept the "province 
hypothesis,” in spite of its problematical nature. And, finally, it is to be said 
against this solution that to irpoTepov (4:13) in Hellenistic Greek can mean "the 
previous” in the sense of "the only earlier,” but then the addition of this ex¬ 
pression in Gal. 4:13 would be entirely superfluous. Rather, 4:13, according 
to the most natural interpretation, presupposes two visits of Paul in Galatia. 

2) If, therefore, the equating of the events reported in Gal. 2:1 ff. and 
Acts 15:1 ff. is the most probable supposition, then there remain two possi¬ 
bilities of exposition in respect to the Jerusalem journeys: Either the event re¬ 
ported in Acts 15:1 ff. (= Gal. 2:1 if.) has been placed erroneously after the 
journey narrated in Acts 13, 14 and actually took place at the time of Acts 
11:30 and 12:25, with the result that the Jerusalem journey mentioned in Acts 
15:1 ff. is a mistaken doubling; or Acts 15:1 ff. stands in the right place, so 
that the reference to Paul’s journey to Jerusalem in Acts 11:30 and 12:25 
between the two journeys (Gal. 1:18 = Acts 9:26 and Gal. 2:1 = Acts 15:4) 
rests upon an error. In both instances there is an error in the account of Acts. 
According to the first supposition, which has found numerous advocates (see 
W. G. Kummel, ThRdsch N.F. 17, 1948-49, 29 f.; 18, 1950, 26 f.; Bonnard), 
we must not only transfer the account of the so-called first missionary journey 
(Acts 13, 14) to a position after the apostolic council (so also G. Bornkamm, 
RGG ^ V, 1961, 172), for which there is no reason, but also utilize the doubt- 
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less fragmentary notice (Acts 11:27ff.; 12:25) as a useful account, which 
likewise is thoroughly improbable. The second supposition is, therefore, much 
more reasonable. If, as has already been said. Gal. 4:13 presupposes, according 
to the most probable interpretation, two visits of Paul to Galatia, then it 
follows that the composition of Galatians after the apostolic conference reported 
in Acts 15 thoroughly admits of the adoption of the '‘territory hypothesis.” 

It would now be a substantial support for this conclusion if we could make 
probable in another way the composition of Galatians after Acts 18:23, i.e., 
after Paul’s second visit to the territory of Galatia, and thus at the earliest during 
his stay in Ephesus (Acts 19:1 ff.). And that is indeed the case. Scholars have 
correctly indicated that the terminology and language of Galatians are strik¬ 
ingly parallel with that of Romans, chiefly in the terminology of justification, 
which is extensively displayed only in these two epistles, but also otherwise (cf. 
Gal. 5:13-25 with Rom. 8:2-25). Moreover, some have concluded that Paul in 
Galatians and II Corinthians is defending himself against the same charges (cf. 
Gal. 1:6, 10; 2:4 with II Cor. 11:4; 5:11; 11:26, and Buck, J. N. Sanders, NTSt 
2, 1955-56, 140 f.; J. Dupont, RB 64, 1957, 46). Beyond that, others have 
wanted to show that Romans combines conceptions from Galatians and II 
Corinthians (Buck), or that Galatians in its development of the teaching about 
the Spirit and the valuation of the cross and resurrection of Jesus stands be¬ 
tween II Corinthians and Romans (Faw, who also points out that only in 
Romans and Galatians there is to be found an omission of associates and an 
emphasis upon the apostolic office in the address). It is questionable whether 
such developments can be convincingly grounded on the slight source material 
for such comparison, but we may regard it as certain that these observations 
show that the composition of Galatians cannot be chronologically far from that 
of II Corinthians and Romans. Hence also from this point of view the "territory 
hypothesis” alone is demonstrated to be probable. 

5. Time and Place of Composition 

The time and therewith the place of compositon of Galatians can hardly be 
determined precisely within the limits given above. In any case, if the Epistle 
was written after the arrival of Paul in Ephesus on the so-called third missionary 
journey (therefore after Acts 19:1), we may then allege in favor of an early 
date in Ephesus that Paul in Gal. 1:6 speaks of such a quick desertion by the 
Galatians and probably would not be so astonished over this desertion if he had 
already experienced the Corinthian confusion. But these arguments for a com¬ 
position of Galatians in Ephesus before I Corinthians (Feine-Behm; cf. already 
the Marcionite prologue: "writing to them from Ephesus” [scribens eis ab 
Epheso]) are not really convincing. A date in a later period of the Ephesian 
sojourn, or after that in Macedonia in about the same time as II Corinthians, 
may be advocated just as well, and even more convincingly (Goguel, Jiilicher, 
Sanders, Dupont, Viard). It is less probable that Galatians was composed in 
Corinth only shortly before Romans (at the time of Acts 20:2, so Bonnard), 
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for then the differences which exist between Galatians and Romans are not 
explainable. Thus it is possible to date the composition of Galatians in Ephesus 
or Macedonia about 53-55. 


6. Authenticity 

Doubt about the authenticity of Galatians, which was probably known already 
by Polycarp (3:3; 5:1), was expressed by Br. Bauer, Kritik der panlinischeit 
Briefe, 18 50-52, and the radical Dutch critics (see above, ^12), supported by 
the Swiss scholar, R. Steck, Der Gal. nach seiner Echtheit untersncht, 1888. 
On this untenable criticism, see J. Glocd, Die jihigsfe Kritik des Gal. auf ihre 
Berechtigung geprilft, 1890. Interpolation or compilation hypotheses for Gala¬ 
tians (cf. C. Clemen, Die Embeitlichkeit der pauliniseben Briefe, 1894, 100 ff.) 
have not been advocated recently, doubtless correctly so. That Galatians is a 
genuine, authentic Epistle is indisputable. Its significance lies not only in what it 
teaches us about the history of Paul and his dispute with the radical, Jewish- 
Christian contraction of the gospel, but especially in the fact that, occasioned 
by this dispute, it became the first classical formulation of the freedom 
of the Christian from the regulation of the Law and his capacity for responsible 
obedience in the Spirit of God. 
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Commentaries, see pp. 388 f. Studies: K. Lake, Tbe Earlier Epistles of Paul, 1911; 
W. Lutgert, Ereiheitspredigt und ScJnuarmgeister in Korinth, BFTh 12, 3, 1908; 
A. Schlatter, Die kor. Tbeologie, BFTh 18, 2, 1914; H. v. Soden, Sakrament und 
Efbik bei Paulus, Marburger Theologische Studien I, 1931, 1 ff. (= Urchristentum 
und Geschichte I, 1951, 239 ff.); T. W. Manson, **St. Paul in Ephesus: (3) The Co¬ 
rinthian Correspondence,” BJRL 26, 1941-42, 101 ff. (= Manson, St., 190 ff., 210 ff.); 
J. T. Dean, Saint Paul and Corinth, 1947; P. Cleary, *‘The Epistles to the Corin¬ 
thians,” CBQ 12, 195 0, 10 ff.; J. Munck, see ^16, 127 ff.; Eng., 13 5 ff.; W. Schmit- 
HALS, Die Gnosis in Korinth. Eine XJntersuchung zu den Korintherbriefen, FRLANT, 
N.F. 48, 1956; U. Wilckens, Wcisheit und Torheit. Eine exegetisch-religionsge- 
schichtliche Untersuchung zu 1 Kor. 1 und 2. BhTh 26, 1959; E. Dinkler, RGG® 
IV, 1960, 17 ff.; D. Georgi, review of Schmithals, Gnosis (see above), VuF 1958-59, 
1960, 90 ff. 


1. Contents 

After the address and thanksgiving for God’s action in the congregation, 
Paul immediately mentions, on the basis of reports (1:11), quarrels in the con¬ 
gregation (1:10-4:21): Over against the false overestimation of baptizers, Paul 
sets forth the insignificance of the individual preachers of the gospel, since the 
gospel is no human wisdom (1:13-3:17) (by way of excursus in 2:6-16 he 
points out that there certainly is a wisdom for the mature), attacks human 
glory by calling attention to the smallness of the apostles (3:18-4:13), and 
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refers to his plans concerning the congregation (the resultant sending of 
Timothy, plan of his own coming). Upon the basis of a further report (5:1), a 
discussion of sexual problems follows: a case of incest (5:1-13) ; intercourse with 
prostitutes (6:12-20); in between these two sections is inserted catchwordwise 
a section treating the problem of lawsuits between Christians (6:1-11). 7:1-40 
discusses, upon the basis of a written inquiry from the Corinthians, problems of 
marriage, and 8:1-11:1 the eating of meats offered to idols (by way of excursus, 
9:1-27 takes up the right of the Apostle to support, his renunciation and his 
adaptation for the sake of the mission). 11:2—14:40 turns to questions about 
worship: One after another, the problems of covering of women’s heads in wor¬ 
ship (11:3-16), the correct celebration of the Lord’s Supper (11:17-34), and 
the role of spiritual gifts in the assembly of the church (12:1-14:40) are dis¬ 
cussed. Again by way of excursus, 13:1-13 is inserted as a hymnic description 
of dydirr], 15:1-58 deals with the resurrection of Christians. In 16:1-18 follow 
epistolary notes: collection (16:1-4), travel plans (16:5-12), concluding exhor¬ 
tations (16:13 f.), and notes (16:15-18). 16:19-24: greetings and benediction. 

The Epistle clearly has no connected train of thought, and there arc no con¬ 
necting links between the separate sections. Rather, upon the basis of reports from 
the congregation and in answer to a congregational letter, Paul handles various 
questions about the life of the community. We may suppose that not only 7:1 ff. 
but also the sections introduced with irepl 8e (8:1 ff.; 12:1 ff.; 16:1 ff.) answer 
questions in the letter from the Corinthians (7:1). And in respect to 11:18 ff. 
and 15:12 ff., it is clear that Paul takes reports from the congregation as starting 
points. It is striking that more than once (6:lff.;9:lff.; 13:1 ff.) a connected 
theme is interrupted by an excursus. 

2. Founding of the Congregation 

On Corinth, see Th. Lcnschau, PW, Suppl. 4, 1924, 991 ff.; 6, 193 5, 182 ff.; 
Ancient Corinth, A Guide to the Excavations, ^1960.—^Wealthy, magnificent, 
ancient Corinth was destroyed in 146 B.c. Caesar first refounded the city as 
a Roman colony. Since 29 B.c. Corinth was the residence of a proconsul, the 
capital city of the senatorial province of Achaia. Situated on two seas, with 
harbors on the east (Cenchreae) and on the west (Lechaeum), it was destined 
to be a world city, the natural trading center between the East and the West. 
Religious syncretism flourished in the heterogeneous population. The famed 
temple of Aphrodite (who had assumed features of the Phoenician Astarte) on 
the rocks of the Acrocorinth, possessed, according to Strabo (8, 6, 20), more 
than one thousand prostitutes, who devoted themselves to the glory of the 
goddess. The wickedness of the city was proverbial. I Cor. 5, 6 vividly shows 
the perilous milieu of the young Corinthian congregation. On the so-called 
second missionary journey, perhaps in the year 49, Paul, coming from Macedonia 
to Athens, appeared in Corinth, preaching the gospel. His assistants were Silvanus 
and Timothy (II 1:19; Acts 18:5). Acts 18:1-17 gives what is surely a very 
fragmentary report of his work there, but this report is expanded manifoldly 
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through I and II Corinthians. Paul taught first of all in the synagogue, then, 
after the conflict with the Jews, in the house of the proselyte, Titus Justus 
(Acts 18:4 fi.). Whereas in Thessalonica he allowed himself to be supported 
partly by the Philippians, in Corinth he supported himself entirely through his 
own trade (Acts 18:2 f.; I 4:12; 9:1 ff.; II 11:7 ff.). After Paul’s activity of 
a year and a half in Corinth (Acts 18:11), there existed a flourishing congrega¬ 
tion. It consisted of Gentile Christians (I 12:2), predominantly from the lower 
classes (I 1:26 fi.), but there was also a Jewish-Christian element (Acts 18:4; 
I 7:18), and an admixture of those of higher social and economic status (I 
11:21 ff.; Acts 18:8; Rom. 16:23). After Paul, Apollos, an eloquent, theologi¬ 
cally trained Jewish Christian from Alexandria, whom Aquila and Priscilla 
had won to Christianity (Acts 18:24 flf.; I 3:5 ff.), worked there for a while 
in a similar manner. 

Before I Paul had already written an epistle to the Corinthians (I 5:9 ff.). In 
it he had forbidden the congregation any association with immoral men. In 
Corinth that command was so interpreted as if the Apostle meant immoral 
men outside of the congregation. The question, whether this **Vorbrief” is 
lost or can be restored wholly or in part from the preserved Corinthian Epistles, 
can be answered only in connection with the question about the unity of both 
Epistles. 


3. Occasion of the Epistle 

The immediate occasion was an epistolary inquiry from the Corinthian con¬ 
gregation (7:1: **about which you wrote”) to the Apostle about a series of 
questions (see above, p. 199). Perhaps the Corinthians Stephanas, Fortunatus, 
and Achaicus had delivered the letter to Paul (I 16:17 f.). He had also received 
reports about the congregation through **Chloe’s people” (I 1:11), persons 
known to Paul and to the congregation, but about whom we know nothing 
further. The picture of the congregation which Paul derived from all of these 
reports was little gratifying. In the sexual sphere the congregation tolerated 
lapses which were condemned even by the pagans: A Christian was living with 
the wife of his father, his own stepmother, without any interference from 
the congregation (I 5:1 ff.). With great earnestness the Apostle must insist 
that intercourse with prostitutes is immoral (I 6:12 ff.). On the other hand, 
there was among the Christians from Corinth an ascetic view, which regarded 
marital intercourse as something sinful (I 7). In everyday quarrels the Chris¬ 
tians had sought justice before pagan judges (I 6:1 ff.), whereas cultic groups 
insisted on settling these matters in their own circles. Some accepted invitations 
to dinner at which meat offered as a sacrifice was served (I 10:27 f.) and par¬ 
ticipated in meals in pagan temples (I 8:10). At the Christian love feasts it 
happened that the rich ate heartily of the food and drink which they had 
brought with them, whereas the poor remained hungry (I 11:17 ff.). There 
was disorder in the worship services, since the glossolalia, glorified as the Chris¬ 
tian charisma, threatened to supplant all other works of the Spirit (I 14). The 
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general Christian faith in the resurrection of the dead was denied by a part 
of the congregation (I 15:12). 

But Paul is most strongly upset by the report of quarrels and divisions within 
the congregation. At the beginning of his discussion of this situation (I 1-4) 
Paul speaks of people in the church who characterize themselves as belonging 
to Paul, Apollos, Cephas, or Christ. Noting this passage, scholars since F. C. 
Baur ("Die Christuspartei in dcr korinthischen Gemeinde,” etc., TZTli 4, 1831, 
61 ff.; excerpts in WGK, NT, 158 ff.) have spoken of the parties in Corinth. 
Tliey have attempted to determine the character of the individual "parties,” and 
to allocate the polemic of the Epistle among the individual "parties.” On the 
basis of the report in Gal. 2:11 ff. the view can easily be formed that the 
followers of Peter are advocates of a Jewish Christianity which appeals to the 
primitive apostles of Jerusalem, though we hear nothing of a demand for ful¬ 
filling the Law in I Corinthians and know nothing of a stay of Peter in Corinth 
(against H. Lietzmann, Kleine Schriften II, TU 68, 1958, 288 f.; Appel, Lake, 
Craig, and others). On the basis of Acts 18:24 and I 1:18 ff., the Apollos- 
people can be regarded as advocates of a cultured Christianity of eloquent wis¬ 
dom. Then we may think of the followers of Paul as such Christians who agreed 
with Paul and who must have defended Paul’s conception of Christianity. But 
there is no convincing proof that Paul in particular sections is turning against 
each of these "parties” one at a time. Especially we cannot establish satisfac¬ 
torily what kind of view the Christ party is supposed to have advocated. Some 
have sought to define their view in terms of radical Jewish Christianity (Baur, 
Feine-Behm), libertine Gnosticism (Liitgert, Schmithals), connection with 
James the Lord’s brother (E. Bammel, ThZ 11, 195 5, 412), or the preaching 
of God, freedom, and immortality (Manson). Others have ascribed to them 
the view of which Paul alone approved (R. Reitzenstein, Hellcn. Mysterien- 
religionen, ^1927, 334), or rejected (Schmithals). Still others, noting that all 
of the above contentions are unprovable and that in I 3:22 and I Clem. 47:3, 
in enumerations similar to I 1:12, the name of Christ is omitted, have supposed 
that eyo) Se XpujTov is a gloss in I 1:12 (Heinrici, J. Weiss, Goguel, Michaelis, 
Flering, Wilckens). But quite apart from the unanswerable question of why 
this phrase should have been interpolated, we object to this hypothesis on the 
grounds that I 1:13 (/xe/Aepto-rat 6 Xpto-Tos;) is best understood if the contested 
phrase eyw 8e XpLcrrov had stood before it. But in reality the supposition is com¬ 
pletely erroneous that Paul reckons with the existence of closed groups in the 
congregation. In I 1-4 he always polemizes against, or speaks to, the entire con¬ 
gregation (cf. Munck). The division is not caused by the presence of different 
doctrines or tendencies in the congregation, but by the Corinthians’ overestima¬ 
tion of human teachers and baptizers as the result of an understanding of bap¬ 
tism like that of the mystery religions (I 1:12 ff.; 4:15). How the supposed 
particularistic claim to belong to Christ is related to this union of definite circles 
of the Corinthian congregation around one of the baptizers (Paul, Apollos, 
Cephas) we can in no wise determine, but just as little can we ascertain that 
Paul judged such a claim differently from the previously named group slogans. 
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Hence the supposition that Paul in I Corinthians polemizes against two (or more) 
fronts cannot be grounded upon the discussion in I 1-4. And otherwise this 
supposition is also very improbable. For there is nothing in I Corinthians of a 
polemic against ''J'^^^^izing** (radical Jewish-Christian) views (against Man- 
son, H. J. Schoeps, Paid, 1961, 78). Rather, the entire epistle shows a front 
against a new Gnostic interpretation of the Christian message (Dinkier, Schmit- 
hals), an interpretation which ascribed complete salvation and unconditional 
moral freedom to the "pneumatikos,” as one who had been freed from the adpi. 
But it is very questionable whether we can, starting from the presupposition 
that Paul was inadequately instructed concerning the views of the Gnostics, 
establish also a genuine Gnostic Christology on the part of the opponents in 
Corinth (Schmithals). Although it is clear that Paul discusses also questions 
and views in the congregation which only forcibly can be traced back to Gnostic 
presuppositions (I 7: restraint in respect to marriage; I 11:3 fF.: the aversion of 
the women toward covering their heads), this consideration does not change 
anything in respect to the fact that Paul in I Corinthians basically sees only 
one front over against him, even the Gnostic, and that Paul regards the aban¬ 
donment of Gnostic views as a presupposition for holding fast to the proclama¬ 
tion of Jesus Christ, the Crucified and Risen One. 


4. Authenticity and Integrity 

The authenticity of I Corinthians is not disputed. The Epistle was already 
clearly known by I Clem. 37:5; 47:1-3; 49:5; Ign., Eph. 16:1; 18:1; Rom. 
5:1; Philad. 3:3. I \:2b (J. Weiss, Dinkier, W. Schmithals, ZNW 51, 1960, 
240 [lit.]) and I 14:33/^-35 (J. Weiss, G. Zuntz [see below, p. 359], 17, and 
others) have often been regarded as un-Pauline interpolations. The addition, 
“with all those who in every place call on the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
both their Lord and ours’* (I \\2b), to the usual address in the dative case, 
“to the church ... at Corinth,” is said to be impossible, because the very con¬ 
crete epistle directed to the Corinthians could not also be intended for the whole 
of Christendom. Others explain this “ecumenical” addition on the basis of their 
contention that I Corinthians was placed at the beginning of the oldest collec¬ 
tion of Pauline epistles. But if it proves true that we know nothing certain 
about the oldest sequence in the collection of the Pauline epistles (see below, 
pp. 338 f.), then this explanation of the addition lacks probative force. On the 
other hand, we cannot avoid the difficulty by limiting the eTnKaXovfxevoL to the 
“official liturgists” (P. Gaechter, Petrus und seine T^eit, 1958, 311 ff.), or in 
the addition, “with all who call on . . . ,” see the sender and the addressees 
united (U. Wickert, ZNW 50, 1959, 73 ff.). Rather we must maintain that 
Paul in I \\2b expands the address through a liturgically qualified characteriza¬ 
tion of the totality of Christendom (see Lietzmann-Kummel, ad loc,). If the 
liturgical origin explains the formality of the formulation, it cannot yet be 
clearly explained why here this reference to all Christendom is added. But this 


203 


§17. The First Epistle to the Corinthians 

lack of insight is no adequate reason for the supposition of an interpolation, 
which cannot be convincingly grounded. 

The command "Let a woman be silent in church” ([mulier taceat in ecclesia] 
I 14:33/^-3 5) does stand in a certain tension with I 11:3 flf. But the contradic¬ 
tion is explained by the almost universally shared view that in I 14:33/?-3 5 
only "disputation” is forbidden. Hence the supposition of an interpolation here 
is also unnecessary. 

Although the Pauline origin of I Corinthians is not in dispute, its integrity, 
together with that of II Corinthians, is a moot point (see the survey in Rigaux, 
see lit. to 512 , 153 ff.). Proceeding from the fact that Paul in I 5:9 and II 2:4 
mentions an epistle which must be lost, and from the supposition that it is 
improbable that "only a part of the epistles of the Apostle were preserved or 
published” (Schmithals), scholars have called our attention to contradictions 
in I Corinthians and from them drawn the conclusion that I Corinthians was 
worked up out of two Pauline epistles. Tliis thesis, which was advocated earlier 
in the most divergent ways (cf. Goguel, 7«/r. IV 2, 86 ff.), recently has been 
proposed again in various forms, especially by Schmithals, Dinkier, and Tiering. 
Whereas Tiering, Manson, Craig, Guthrie, Dean, Henshaw, and Klijn find a frag¬ 
ment of the "Vorbrief” only in II 6:14-7:1, Schmithals (and similarly Dinkier) 
reconstructs the "Vorbrief” from II 6:14-7:1; I 9:24-10:22; 6:12-20; 11:2-34; 
15:1-58; 16:13-24, and sees in the second epistle (I 1:1-6:11; 7:1-9:23; 10:23- 
11:1; 12:1-14:40; 16:1-12) the answer to the letter from the Corinthians and 
the basis of our I Corinthians, in which the material of the "Vorbrief” was in¬ 
corporated (still more complicated by Cleary). Hcring, however, dissects I 
Corinthians into two epistles: A (1—8; 10:23-11:1; 16:1-4, 10-14) and B 
(9:1-10:22; 11:2-15:58; 16:5-9, 15-24). Schmithals and Hering regard I 
Cor. 13 as Paul’s hymn inserted at the wrong place. As the basis for the sup¬ 
position that I Corinthians was compiled from two epistles the following 
contentions are especially cited: In I 4:19 Paul promises a quick coming to 
Corinth; in I 16:3 ff. he presupposes a longer interval until the journey to 
Macedonia; in I 10:1-22, he rejects any participation in cultic meals; in I 8 and 
10:23-11:1 he forbids the eating of meat offered as a sacrifice, but only out 
of consideration for the weak; in I 9 Paul defends his apostleship against 
charges, whereas 1—4 does not presuppose that the apostolic dignity of Paul is 
impugned. In I 11:18 ff. Paul appears to hear of disputes for the first time, 
whereas in I 1-4 he is more precisely informed. As grounds for the later weaving 
together of the originally independent epistles, it is adduced that in connection 
with the collecting of the Pauline epistles into a seven-letter corpus, a process 
which took place at Corinth at the end of the first century, smaller epistles 
had to be pieced together into larger ones, especially if one wanted the epistles 
to Corinth to stand at the beginning of the corpus (Schmithals, ZNW 51, 
1960, 240 ff.; likewise Muller-Bardorff [see to 520], 601 f.), and that perhaps 
a piece of an epistle had been broken off or the beginning of an epistle had 
become illegible (Hcring). Now certainly I 5:9 cannot be used to prove II 
6:14-7:1 or perhaps the epistle reconstructed by Schmithals out of I Corinthians 
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as the “Vorbrief” or a part of the *'Vorbrief,” for the warning against association 
with the TTopvoL is not found in this hypothetical epistle. The **Vorbriefj’* then, 
in any case is not preserved. But also the reasons for the dissection of I Co¬ 
rinthians into two epistles are not convincing (cf. also Michaelis, Einl.^, supple¬ 
ment, 25 f.): The allusions to Paul’s intention to come to Corinth are in no wise 
mutually exclusive since raxew? (I 4:19) is thoroughly compatible with the 
plans in I 16:3 ff. Moreover, Paul in the course of the composition of the 
Epistle, which indeed was not necessarily dictated all at once, could have worked 
out his plans in more detail. Tlie explanations concerning right and wrong in 
the question about eating meat offered to idols (I 8:1-11:1) are only formally 
contradictory. Factually they are completely homogeneous, since Paul maintains 
the danger of demons (whose existence is not denied) even for the '^strong” 
Christians, if these think that with their ‘‘strength” they can exult before 
God (cf. H. V. Soden, Urcbrhtcntum nnd Geschichtc I, 1951, 254 ff.; G. Born- 
kamm, Studien zn Antike nnd JJrcbristentumy BeTh 28, 1959, 173 ff.). 
And if Paul in I 1-4 does not explicitly defend his apostleship against charges, 
but certainly does so in I 9, we must recognize that in I 4:9 he does allude to 
the scorning of his apostolic dignity, and I 3:5 ff. and 4:1 ff. do presuppose 
a criticism of his activity in founding the congregation. On the other hand, 
the reference to his rights as apostle in I 9:1 ff. may be explained as the taking 
up by way of excursus the theme of his readiness for renunciation. The argu¬ 
ments adduced for the hypothesis of the secondary compilation of I Corinthians 
out of two epistles are thus in no instance conclusive. Moreover, the occasionally 
somewhat disconnected transition from one theme to another in I Corinthians 
is explained by the special nature of this Epistle, which handles questions and 
reports one after another, and thereby uses the literary method of the excursus 
several times (2:6-16; 9:1-27; 13:1-13; also 10:1-22). In addition, we must 
consider the fact that it “is equally possible that St. Paul was great enough 
to be inconsistent at some points and that he did not have the thoroughness 
of the German or the lucidity of the French mind” (McNeile-Williams, Intr., 
136). 

But the weightiest consideration against this hypothesis of a secondary com¬ 
position of I Corinthians is the fact that the historical probability for such a 
secondary composition cannot be made evident. The supposition that on the 
occasion of the first collection of the Pauline epistles in Corinth the complete 
correspondence of Paul with Corinth was combined into two epistles, is just 
as much pulled out of the air as the supposition that the epistles originally were 
carelessly preserved, mutilated, or that the beginning of one of the epistles was 
illegible. Also the contention that each epistle of Paul must have been preserved 
and later published is a mere postulate. But above all, no one has yet adduced 
really convincing motives for weaving together several documents from the 
same author by a strange hand (cf. W. Michaelis, “Teilungshypothesen bei 
Paulusbriefen,” ThZ 14, 1958, 321 ff.). And if we here disregard for the moment 
the hypothetical partition of other Pauline epistles (II Corinthians, Romans, 
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Philippians), then the only alleged parallel is the one adduced by G. Bornkamm 
(see lit. to ^18, 34, note 131), Polycarp’s Epistle to the Philippians. Bbrnkamm’s 
suggestion, however, proves nothing, for even if it is probable that this epistle 
was secondarily joined out of chaps. 1-12 and 13, 14 (cf. lately H. v. Campen- 
hausen, RGG ^ V, 1961, 449), then we have in this case two epistles joined to 
each other and not thrown together in confusion. Moreover, the hypothesis of a 
secondary piecing together of I Corinthians presupposes that an epistolary in¬ 
troduction and a conclusion were cut off, for which no plausible motive can be 
alleged. The supposition of a secondary composition of I Corinthians is, there¬ 
fore, to be rejected as extremely improbable. 


5. Time and Place of Composition 

Some time before the composition of I Corinthians Paul sent Timothy via 
Macedonia to Corinth (I 4:17; 16:10; Acts 19:22). Paul expects that Timothy 
will arrive there later than the Epistle sent by the direct route. In the meantime 
the envoys of the Corinthians have come to him. To them he probably gives I Co¬ 
rinthians, which answers the questions of the church as well as sets forth the 
things about which he has heard otherwise. The Epistle is written in Ephesus 
(16:8). The Sosthenes mentioned in the address is possibly the former 
Jewish ruler of the synagogue (Acts 18:17). Since Paul sends greetings from 
the churches of Asia (16:19), he has, therefore, already worked a while in the 
province. He has not been in Corinth for a long time (4:18), but is now think¬ 
ing of a visit there, if possible, for an entire winter (16:6). At the time at 
which he writes it is spring (16:8; but the Epistle is no **avowed Easter Epistle,” 
so K. H. Rengstorf, D/> Aufersfekning Jesu, ^1960, 64), and surely according 
to all probability the spring before the end of Paul’s stay in Ephesus. Hence 
I Corinthians is to be dated in the spring of 54 or 5 5. 
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Commentaries, see p. 389. Studies: besides the works cited before ^17 by T. W. 
Manson, J. T. Dean, P. Cleary, W. Schmithals, E. Dinkler, D. Georgi: A. 
Hausrath, Der Vier-Capitel-Drief des Paulus an die Korinther, 1870; J. H. Kennedy, 
The Second and Third Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians, 1900; H. Preisker, ‘*Zur 
Komposition des zwelten Korinther-Briefes,” ThBl 5, 1926, 154 ff.; E. Kasemann, 
“Die Legitimitat des Apostels,** ZNW 41, 1942, 33 ff.; R. Bultmann, Exegetische 
Probleme des zweiten Korintherbriefes, SBU 9, 1947; L. P. Pherigo, “Paul and the 
Corinthian Church,” JBL 68, 1949, 341 flf.; C. H. Dodd, NT Studies, 1952, 80 fif.; 
J. Munck, see ^16, 162 ff.; Eng., 168 fif.; W. Schmithals, “Zwei gnostlsche Glossen 
im Zweiten Korintherbrief,” EvTh 18, 1958, 5 52 fif.; G. Bornkamm, Die Vorgeschichie 
des sog. Zweiten Korintherbriefes, SHA 1961, 2; J. A. Fitzmyer, “Qumran and the 
Interpolated Paragr.aph in 2 Cor. 6:14-7:1,” CBQ 23, 1961, 271 fif. 
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1. Contents 

The Epistle falls into three parts which are not clearly connected: 1-7; 8-9; 
10-13. The First Part opens with introduction (1:1, 2) and thanksgiving (1:3- 
11) for the deliverance of Paul from danger of death in Asia. Then Paul im¬ 
mediately proceeds to defend himself, first of all against charges of inconstancy 
in view of the change in his travel plans. Paul characterizes this change as 
having originated out of his solicitude for the congregation, even as did his 
"stern” Epistle to Corinth (1:12-2:4). An .appeal for milder discipline of a 
member who led a revolt against Paul follows in 2:5-11, and then Paul begins 
with the description of the events which directly preceded the composition of 
the present Epistle (2:12, 13). This description is interrupted by a thanksgiv¬ 
ing (2:14), which passes on to an apology for Paul’s apostleship, which reaches 
to 7:4, whereas the description of the prehistory of the Epistle is not resumed 
until 7:5 ff. The apology for his apostleship, which runs from 2:14-7:4, portrays, 
first of all, the Apostle’s self-confidence upon the basis of his divine commission 
(2:14—4:6), then his necessary sufferings (4:7—5:10), and the commission of 
the Apostle (5:11-6:10), whereas 5:14-6:2, excursus wise, describes the con¬ 
tents of this commission. 6:11-13 points back to the address to the congrega¬ 
tion; yet this address is interrupted by means of a general warning against rela¬ 
tions with unbelievers (6:14—7:1), and not completed until 7:2-4. In 7:5-16 
Paul brings to an end the report about the prehistory of the Epistle. 

Second Part. Without transition there follows in 8:1-24 the recommendation 
of the collection for Jerusalem and the colaborers of Paul sent to gather it. 
9:1-15 renews the discussion of the collection question, mentions anew the 
sending of Paul’s associates, and closes with an exclamation of thanksgiving. 

Third Part. 10:1 signifies a completely new beginning with a sharp warning 
and defense against charges (10:1-18), which (11:1—12:13) continues further 
with "foolish” self-praise for the purpose of defense. 12:14-13:10 wards off the 
charge of robbing the church and discusses travel plans. 13:11-13 contains con¬ 
cluding wishes and a triadic benediction. 

2. Prehistory and Occasion 

The Epistle doubtless makes a very contradictory impression. Not only is 
there no clear connection between the three parts, 1-7; 8, 9; and 10-13; not 
only is the collection theme in chaps. 8 and 9 dealt with twice without a clear 
reference to each other; and not only does 10—13 speak in a completely different 
tone to the church from 1-9, but also the first larger section, 1-7, is not 
homogeneous: The narrative concerning the prehistory of the Epistle is in¬ 
terrupted in 2:13 and in 7:5 taken up again; the transition from 6:2 to 6:3 
is very rough, and 6:3 would be better connected to 5:13, so that 5:14-6:2 
has the effect of an excursus. The general warning (6:14-7:1) interrupts the 
personal address (6:11-13; 7:2-4) very clumsily. It is understandable that the 
original unity of this Epistle as a whole has been widely doubted. 


207 


518. The Second Epistle to the Corinthians 

The difficulty we encounter in determining clearly the prehistory and occa¬ 
sion of the Epistle lends support to the supposition that II Corinthians is not 
intact. Since Acts (20:1-3) mentions only one visit of Paul to Greece after 
the close of his Ephesian sojourn (out of which I Corinthians stems), we know 
concerning Paul’s relations with the Corinthian church after the composition 
of I Corinthians only that which we can infer from II Corinthians. And these 
statements are partly very dark. Possibly the following can be concluded: 1. 
II Corinthians is later than I. Not long before the composition of II Paul was 
rescued from the gravest danger to life in Asia (Paul here cannot be alluding 
only to the effect upon him of the bad reports from Corinth which Titus had 
delivered, as Dean thinks). Pie then traveled from Ephesus via Troas to 
Macedonia, where he stayed at the time of II (II 1:8 ff.; 2:12 f.; 7:5; 9:2). 
The situation plainly corresponds to Acts 20:1 f., according to which Paul, 
because of the uproar of the silversmith, concluded his three-year stay in 
Ephesus, possibly in the early spring of 54 or 55 (see p. 180), and went to 
Macedonia. In that case II shows the matter of the collection for Jerusalem at 
a more advanced stage than I. Tlie collection mentioned only briefly in I 16:1 flf., 
even if already presupposed as known, is treated in II 8, 9 in detail and urgently, 
because it is supposed to be concluded and delivered (II 8:6, 11, 14). The 
remark that it has been going on already "since last year” (II 8:1; 9:2), reaches 
back to the first beginnings, which lay yet before the instructions of I 16:1 ff., 
md is chronologically not useful. 

2. Among other things, II follows the purpose of settling finally the serious 
:onflict of the Apostle with the congregation. According to II 12:14; 13:1, 
Paul intends shortly to come to Corinth for the third time. On his second visit 
Paul warned them that if he returned he would not spare them (II 13:2; cf. 
12:20 f.). Tlierefore, his second visit took place in the midst of signs of ten¬ 
don between him and the church. II 2:1 ff. continues further. According to it, 
Paul was once troubled in Corinth. And we may be sure that he caused the 
Corinthians trouble as well as they him. 

This second visit cannot have taken place before I Corinthians. In I nothing 
points to tension of such a nature. There Paul speaks throughout to the church 
n the expectation that they will unconditionally obey him. Nothing hinders 
lim, by virtue of his authority as apostle, to whom the congregation is sub¬ 
ordinate, and for whose directions they have asked, from reprimanding them 
md from taking them to task. 

Therefore, the second visit lies between I and II ("intermediate visit”). 

To be sure, the statements about Paul’s travel plans are not entirely uniform. 
W^hereas he obviously plans a third visit to Corinth soon according to II 12:14; 
13:1, 10, he apologizes in II 1:15 f. for having to give up his plan to come to 
Corinth a second time, then to travel to Macedonia, and from there to return 
:o Corinth and bases the default of a further visit to Corinth (11 2:1) upon his 
Durposeful solicitude for the Corinthians. It is disputed whether Paul here speaks 
)f a plan which he has not at all begun to carry out or of a plan only half 
:arried out. And we cannot ascertain with certainty whether Paul informed 
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the Corinthians in writing (cf. II 1:13) or orally about this plan which he 
had abandoned. But even if, according to the most probable exposition, Paul had 
begun to carry out this plan (Bevripa ^dpL<s = intermediate visit, II 1:15), he 
here in any case maintains that he has given up the original plan of going, after 
this visit in Corinth, to Macedonia and then to Corinth again; and this change 
of plans (II 2) is explained on the basis of his solicitude for the Corinthians. 
Since that does not sound like his intention to come to Corinth soon, it is, 
therefore, adduced as an argument against the original unity of II 1-9 and 
II 10-13 (see below, pp. 211 f.). 

3. The reason for the turbidity of the relations between Paul and the con¬ 
gregation is difficult to determine exactly. According to II 12:21 and 13:2, 
Paul on his second visit must have experienced sorrow for members of the 
congregation, who still had not repented of their immoral lives. But since 13:2 
also speaks of “all the others” (sinners), we must also consider other lapses. We 
find additional light on the situation in 7:12, where there is reference to a mem¬ 
ber of the congregation who had personally wronged Paul (6 dStK^tra?). And 
in 2:5 ff. we learn of someone who had not “caused pain” to Paul, but to the 
majority, indeed, in principle, to the entire congregation. The occurrence, to 
which both passages allude, happened at a time when Paul himself was present 
(2:1) and can have occurred only on his second stay in Corinth (1:15), not 
on the first one, when he founded the church. The evildoer (II 2:5; 7:12) 
is not identical with the incestuous man (I 5:1 ff.). Weighty reasons speak 
against this equating, already denied by Tertullian {de pitdil. 13). Paul’s com¬ 
mand to deliver the sinner to Satan (I 5:3 f.; i.e., to exclude him from the 
congregation) in no wise harmonizes with the mildness of II 2:6 ff.: “For 
such a one this punishment by the majority is enough.” It is inconceivable that 
the Paul who wrote I 6:12 ff.; I Tliess. 4:3 ff.; Rom. 13:12 ff., etc., sometime 
later should have accepted so lightly that gross case of sexual lapse. The wrong 
toward Paul, however, cannot have consisted of the charge that he used the 
collection money for himself (II 12:16 ff.), for this accusation is not ascribed 
to a specific evildoer, and could not be designated as distress in respect to the 
entire congregation (II 2:5). What the nature of the wrong done to Paul was 
remains in the dark. To connect this wrong against Paul to the agitation against 
Paul which arose in Corinth in the meantime is no more than a conjecture. 
Obviously the evildoer was a member of the church, for the congregation had 
passed judgment upon him. 

4. Since the sending of I Corinthians, the polemic against Paul in the Co¬ 
rinthian congregation seems to have been intensified. On the one hand, through 
the entire Epistle Paul must counter charges against his person: The change of 
his travel plans reveals his inconstancy (1:15 ff.); his epistles do not say clearly 
what he means (1:13 f.); he has no letter of recommendation (3:1; 4:2); his 
gospel is not clear (4:3); his conduct is unintelligible and offensive (5:11 ff.; 
6:3; 10:2); he injures the congregation and enriches himself (7:2; 12:16); he 
is bold only at a distance (10:1, 10); he cannot claim to belong to Christ 
(10:7); his speech is unskilled (10:11; 11:6); he came to Corinth without 
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commission (10:13 f.); he is inferior to the persons he calls "superlative 
apostles” (11:5; 12:11); he does not dare have himself supported by the con¬ 
gregation (11:7ff.; 12:13); he is, in general, no apostle (12:12); indeed, 
Christ does not speak through him (13:3). It is entirely clear that Paul in 11 
Corinthians, contrary to I Corinthians, polemizes not only against a new Gnostic 
interpretation of the Christian message, but against persons in Corinth who 
disparage his person as an apostle of Jesus Christ and dispute his apostleship. 
But beyond that, we can recognize that Paul in II Corinthians polemizes against 
specific persons, who have attacked him in the congregation. A minority (2:6; 
10:2), which seeks personal profit (2:17; 11:20), and which found entrance 
into the congregation through letters of recommendation and through self¬ 
recommendation (3:1; 10:12, 18), boasts of definite advantages (5:12; 11:12, 
18): they have ecstasies (5:13; 12:1, 7); they know Christ and belong to him 
(5:16; 10:7; 11:23); they claim the apostleship, which they deny Paul (11:5, 
13; 12:11); they know themselves superior to Moses (3:4 ff.) but are proud 
of their undeniable Jewish origin (11:22). Paul reproaches them for proclaiming 
another Christ and another God (11:4); they operate in strange mission terri¬ 
tory (10:15 f.); they live riotously but do not repent (12:21; 13:2); they 
compare themselves only with themselves and for that reason boast without limit 
(10:12 f.); they are servants of Satan (11:13-15). That a definite person leads 
them is probably not to be inferred from 11:4 (cf. 10:2). It is clear that the 
presence and agitation of these people represent a different state of affairs in 
the life of the congregation from that discernible in I Corinthians. Tlius the 
supposition that Paul struggles here only against the same Gnostic opponents as 
in I Corinthians (Bultmann, Schmithals, Dinkier) does not explain the facts 
of the case. On the other hand, since there is no trace of a polemic against any 
demand from the opponents that the Corinthians fulfill the Law, it is, therefore, 
unjustified to equate them with the Judaizers in Galatia (H. J. Schoeps, Paul, 
1961, 78 ff.; J. Jervell, Imago Dei, FRLANT, N.F. 58, 1960, 177, note 20) 
or to ascribe to them support from the primitive apostles in Jerusalem (Man- 
son, Kasemann). But neither is it enough to describe the opponents simply as 
Jewish-Christian wandering preachers after the type of Hellenistic wandering 
preachers (Georgi, Bornkamm), or to declare their origin as unknown (Munck). 
Rather, it is clear that Jewish Christians have come into the Corinthian church 
who boast of their indubitable apostolic dignity, their Palestinian origin {^Ptppaloi 
II 11:22; cf. ThWB III, 393), their contact with the earthly Jesus, their irre¬ 
proachable Jewish descent, and also their spiritual gifts; they have letters of 
recommendation and deny all of these advantages to Paul. The intruders, who 
originated from Palestine, are, therefore, not "Judaizers,” but Palestinian op¬ 
ponents of the Pauline mission and apostolic dignity. They joined themselves 
with the Gnostic opposition against Paul recognizable in I Corinthians, or already 
before his coming to Corinth assumed Gnostic-pneumatic features. Thus Paul 
in II Corinthians, polemizes, to be sure, not against a "double front” (Lietz- 
mann-Kiimmel, Wikenhauser), but against a definite Gnostic, Palestinian, 
Jewish-Christian opposition created by new additional opponents, who forced 


210 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Paul to defend the ^'legitimacy” (Kasemann) of his apostleship throughout the 
entire Epistle. 

5. Between I and II Paul wrote to the church an epistle, "out of much 
affliction and anguish of heart and with many tears” (2:3 f.), the so-called 
"intermediate epistle” or "Epistle of Tears.” This epistle had caused the Co¬ 
rinthians sadness (7:8 ff.; 2:9). In it Paul had demanded the punishment of 
the dStK^o-a? (7:12). Thus the "stern” epistle is related to the conflict between 
Paul and the congregation; it belongs in the period of the greatest tension. The 
bearer of the intermediate epistle was, according to all appearances, Titus. Paul 
credited Titus with the tenacity, the caution, and the tact to subject the 
church again to his authority. The difficult task of persuading Titus even to 
undertake this mission cost Paul considerable effort (7:13 f.). Paul and Titus 
agreed precisely upon the way and time of the return journey. Paul expected 
to join Titus in Troas (2:12 f.). The nonarrival of Titus so upset Paul that in 
spite of great missionary success he went to Macedonia to meet Titus (2:13; 
7:5). Here at last the arrival of Titus relieved him of all cares: Titus brought 
the good report that the Corinthian congregation was seized by repentance and 
by the wish for reconciliation with Paul (7:6 f.). Titus also was able to carry 
out the additional task of working in Corinth for the collection (8:6; 12:17 f.). 

6. Thus there results from the events between I and II Corinthians some¬ 
thing of the following picture. The sending of Timothy to Corinth (I 4:17; 
16:10) seems to have had no complete success; rather, Timothy probably 
brought with him bad reports out of Corinth. Even I Corinthians had not last¬ 
ingly established Paul’s authority. Tlien Paul, perhaps soon after I Corinthians, 
crossed over from Ephesus to Corinth, in order to create order. But he expe¬ 
rienced a great disappointment. The visit to the church, which was close to 
open revolt against him, caused him deep sorrow, especially an injustice which 
a Corinthian inflicted upon him, and which the church permitted to happen. 
Ele did not succeed in becoming master of the situation. In displeasure and sad¬ 
ness he broke off the visit and returned to Ephesus, but promised to come 
again to Corinth soon. Whereas he abstained from this new visit out of con¬ 
sideration for the Corinthians, he won Titus to the task of restoring order to 
the church, and gave to him a stern epistle, the "Epistle of Tears.” Under the 
eyes of Titus a sudden change took place in Corinth. The majority of the con¬ 
gregation submitted and repented of their insubordinate behavior. Paul, full of 
unrest, traveled to meet Titus and joined him in Macedonia. Tlie good success 
of the mission filled him with joy and contentment. Immediately he sent Titus 
once again to Corinth, in order energetically to bring the business of the collec¬ 
tion to its end before his own arrival in Corinth. Titus was accompanied by 
two brothers (II 8:16 ff.). Strange to say, Paul does not call them by name. 
Among them was probably the brother who, according to 12:18, had been his 
helper the previous time in connection with the solicitation of the collection. 
Paul gave to Titus II Corinthians as a harbinger of his own coming (II 12:20; 
13:2). To be sure, this picture of the events between I and II Corinthians is 
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tenable only if II Corinthians in its transmitted form represents an original 
unity, a contention which is much disputed. 

3. Authenticity and Unity 

The authenticity of II Corinthians as a whole is undisputed. On the other 
hand, the Pauline origin of II 6; 14—7:1 has long been denied (recently, e.g., 
by Jiilicher, Bultmann, Dinkier, Bornkamm, Georgi, Fitzmyer). With respect 
to this supposition the indisputable fact that this section fits very poorly in 
its context is not so very decisive, for, indeed, the text could be Pauline, but 
wrongly inserted here (so Goguel, Schmithals). What is decisive is the relative 
large number of words not found in Paul or otherwise in the entire NT, the 
combinations unusual for Paul /xoAi;o-/xo 5 aapKo^s Kal TrvevfiaTo^ (7:1) and KOLvojvta 
TTpd? (6:14), and the strikingly strong relationship with conceptions of the 
Qumran community (cf. thereto also H. W. Huppenbauer, Dcr Mcnsch 
zjvischeit zwei Welten, ATliANT 34, 1959, 59, note 222). Hence K. G. Kuhn 
supposes that Paul himself Christianized an "Essene” text (RB 61, 1954, 203, 
note 2), whereas Fitzmyer prefers to think of a non-Pauline interpolation. But 
as correct as it is that the dualism of God and Belial is characteristic of Qum¬ 
ran, and that Paul speaks of it otherwise as little as of poXvapo^ aapKo^ Kal 
TTvevparo^y still we must note that Paul does not have a fixed linguistic usage 
for the devil and that also I 7:34 presupposes the possibility of the defilement of 
(Tw/xa Ka6 TTveufia. That the section must be Pauline cannot be proved (but cf. 
for all that the parallelism between Koivtavia and pLerexeiv in I 10:16 with II 
6:14!). But just as little can it be proved that it could not stem from Paul and 
must stem from Qumran circles. Only its poor connection in the context 
demands an explanation. Furthermore, Schmithals has sought to show that II 
Cor. 3:17, 18^ and 5:16 are Gnostic glosses, which could not have been formu¬ 
lated by Paul, and probably were written by Gnostic opponents of Paul in 
Corinth in the margin of the Pauline epistle, and while being copied ^‘slipped 
into the text.” But the consistent Gnostic interpretation of these verses is only 
then convincing if a consistent Gnostic Christology may be ascribed to the 
Corinthian Gnostics, which is very questionable (see above, p. 202). And that 
glosses of Paul’s opponents could have succeeded in getting unnoticed into the 
text of the archetype lying at the basis of our manuscripts is extremely im¬ 
probable. 

Although there are therefore no adequate reasons for considering smaller 
pieces of text of II Corinthians as non-Pauline insertions, the difficulty of 
looking upon the transmitted text of II Corinthians as a whole as an original 
unity remains so great that this unity has been questioned in the most diverse 
ways. This question applies above all to the relationship of II 10-13 to II 1-9: 
Whereas in II 1—7 Paul expresses his joy because he and the congregation have 
made up their quarrel and he can even warn about a too strict punishment 
of the dStK^o-a? (II 2:7 f.), 10:1 begins anew with *T, Paul, myself”; he attacks 
**some” (10:2), *‘such people” (10:11), **those who would like to claim” (11: 


212 


Introduction to the New Testament 


12), **false apostles” (11:13), servants of Satan, who **disguise themselves as 
servants of righteousness” (11:15), etc. He fears that he may come and not 
find the Corinthians as he would wish (12:20); he warns he “will not spare 
them” (13:2) and hopes that when he does come he will “not have to be 
severe” (13:10). Inasmuch as there thus comes to light in II 10-13 a completely 
different position of Paul in respect to the church from that in II 1-9, since 
the time of J. S. Semler (Paraphrasis 11. Epistidae ad Corinthos, 1776), II 10-13 
has been viewed as an independent epistle or as a fragment of an epistle, that was 
written either later than II 1-9 (so Semler, and recently Windisch, and Pherigo, 
who removes this epistle to the end of PauPs first stay in Rome, and hesitatingly 
Julicher), or between I and II Corinthians (“intermediate epistle,” first by 
A. Hausrath [1870], recently, e.g., Goguel, de Zwaan, Hering, Filson, Cleary, 
T. W. Manson, Dodd, Dean, Sparks, Bultmann, Dinkier, Schmithals, Klijn, and 
others). Many scholars go yet a step farther and point out that in 2:13) the dis¬ 
cussion of the settlement of the untoward incident is interrupted by a long de¬ 
fense of Paul’s apostolic office and not resumed until 7:5,) where once again 
we find clear linguistic harmony with 2:13. And as already noted, the general 
exhortation in 6:14-7:1 produces the effect of an extraneous insertion into the 
personal address to the congregation (6:11-13; 7:2-4). And both appeals in 
behalf of the collection (chaps. 8, 9) seem not to have belonged together origi¬ 
nally. Consequently some declare as unavoidable the supposition that not only 
II 10-13, but also II 2:14-7:4; II 6:14-7:1, and II 9, stem from one or more 
other epistles of Paul, whereby either 2:14-6:13; 7:2-4, together with chaps. 
10-13, are regarded as fragments of the intermediate epistle (Bultmann, Dean, 
Dinkier), or 2:14—6:13 and 7:2-4 were drawn from an epistle preceding the 
intermediate epistle (Mitton [see p. 337], Bornkamm, Schmithals), whereas ch. 
9 represents an isolated epistolary fragment (additional hypotheses in Goguel, 
/w/r., IV 2, 86 ff., and Guthrie, see pp. 62 ff.). Naturally, we may not object to 
these reconstructions of several original epistles of Paul to the Corinthians on 
the grounds that the differences among the various hypotheses demonstrate 
their untenability, because hypothetical reconstructions, even if they are well 
grounded, always leave open several possibilities corresponding to their hy¬ 
pothetical character. 

Rather, in view of these literary-critical hypotheses, the answer to two ques¬ 
tions is decisive: a) Docs the transmitted text compel us to the supposition of 
a secondary combination? b) Can we recognize a convincing motive for this 
“combination”? 

a) The decisive problem is the question whether II 1^9 and II 10-13 could 
have stood in the same epistle, for in connection with the relation of these two 
sections to each other it is not only a matter of a smooth continuity of thought 
but also of varying attitudes of Paul to the situation in the congregation. As lit¬ 
tle as this difference (see above, pp. 211 f.) can be denied, so little may we over¬ 
look the fact that also in II 1-7 Paul by no means presupposes that in Corinth 
everything is now in order. Rather, this part of the Epistle is also permeated 
with defenses against a misinterpretation of his conduct (1:13 ff., 23 ff.; 4:2 f.; 
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5:11 flF.; 7:2) and a polemic against other missionaries (2:17 f.). Only a 
minority of the congregation complied with Paul’s wishes (2:6). And just as 
little as Paul in II 10-13 can suddenly address a minority in the congregation, 
so clearly does he also presuppose here that only specific persons are attacking 
him (10:2, 7, 11 f.; 11:5, 12 f., 18, 20; 12:11, 21; 13:2), and the remainder 
of the congregation is endangered by these people (llilb, 4, 16; 12:11, 19; 
13:2). Other considerations also preclude the identification of II 10-13 with the 
intermediate epistle: II 12:18 clearly looks back upon the sending of Titus and 
of a “brother” mentioned in II 8:6, 16-18; the event, which, according to II 
2:3-5, 9, was dealt with in the intermediate epistle, is not treated in II 10-13; 
and, conversely, II 2:3 ff. and 7:8 ff. do not speak of how the congregation re¬ 
acted to the polemic against the “superlative apostles” in II 10-13, which could 
hardly have been omitted if II 10-13 belonged to the intermediate epistle. 
The supposition that II 10—13 belongs to an epistle which was composed later 
than II 1-9 is confronted with the difficulty that II 10-13 contains no hint of 
the fact that Paul had received information that the situation in Corinth had de¬ 
teriorated since the composition of II 1—9, which also could hardly have been 
left unmentioned. Moreover, both the hypotheses of the intermediate epistle 
and that of a later epistle demand the supposition that the ending of the epistle 
II 1-9 and the beginning of the epistle II 10-13 (or of the more comprehen¬ 
sive epistle containing this piece) were broken off, for which no plausible 
reason can be assigned. Although it is hardly possible that II 1-9 and II 10-13 
were dictated one right after the other, it cannot be declared as inconceivable 
that Paul, after a certain interval of time, added to the epistle a conclusion 
in which he expressed more sharply his continuing concern for the congregation, 
and in which he also discussed his travel plans for the near future, which he 
had not treated in II 1-9. But we should forego proposing more specific hy¬ 
potheses for the clarification of this joining, for they are nothing more than 
unprovable conjectures (Paul himself takes the pen in 10:1, Feine-Behm, Dibe- 
lius; he received new reports, Munck; between II 1-9 and II 10-13 lies a 
sleepless night, Lietzmann; Paul suddenly had doubts about the genuineness of 
the turning in Corinth, Guthrie, etc.). 

Can we, however, maintain the original unity of II 1—9? Although II 2:14— 
7:4 no doubt interrupts the account of the congregation’s reaction to Paul’s 
intermediate epistle, it is still understandable that Paul, when mentioning his 
meeting with Titus (2:13), would feel motivated to give a doxology (cf. II 8:16; 
Rom. 9:5), and then allow himself to be led to an apology for his apostleship, 
from which in 6:11-7:4 he would slowly return to the original theme. The 
formulation in 7:5 as the resumption of the theme thus becomes understandable, 
whereas directly after 2:13 it would represent a very striking linguistic repeti¬ 
tion. Having seen that there is no real necessity to regard 2:14—7:4 as a secondary 
insertion, we still find it surprising that Paul in II 9 takes up anew the discus¬ 
sion of the business of the collection after he had finally summarized the 
exhortations of 8:1-23 in 8:24. But 9:1 is no completely new effort (cf. yap). 
The necessity of help for Jerusalem is generally discussed no more, but only the 
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necessity of giving generously. Hence II 9 could not by itself have formed an 
epistle or a part of an epistle. But it is conceivable that Paul, after an interrup¬ 
tion of his theme, takes it up once more and gives to it a new, forceful expres¬ 
sion. 

Only II 6:14-7:1 forms a difficulty probably not to be solved, for this section 
is without thematic connection to its context and interrupts the good connec¬ 
tion between 6:13 and 7:2. If, as we have already seen (above, pp. 211 f.), there 
is no adequate reason for designating the text as un-Pauline, then the most 
that we can say to explain the presence of this section in this place is that 
Paul, very hesitatingly and intermittently, from 6:3 on returns to his actual 
correspondence, and the exhortation to reconciliation begun in 6:1 continues 
factually in 6:14-7:1, whereas 6:3-13, as the beginning of this return to the 
correspondence, interrupts this exhortation (6:3 also doubtless connects very 
badly with 6:2!). Since this attempted explanation is not very convincing, 
the supposition of a secondary insertion of a Pauline fragment here naturally 
suggests itself. But what could be the reason for such an insertion? 

b) For now the decisive question is whether we can find a convincing motive 
for combining Pauline texts so as to form a complete epistle. We have already 
spoken of the general grounds against such combination hypotheses (see 
pp. 204 f.). But the arguments which are especially cited to clarify the combina¬ 
tion of II Corinthians are also not convincing. For why should Paul himself 
have agreed that in Corinth 2:14-7:4 should be inserted into the "Epistle of 
Reconciliation” (II 1-8) in order not so to emphasize the controversy treated 
here (so Dean)? Bornkamm, however, would like to explain the attachment 
of II 10-13 to the ending of the epistle on the basis of the literary convention 
of placing at the conclusion of a text a warning against false teachers at the 
close of the age. Fie grounds the insertion of 2:14—7:4 in the tendency of the 
redactor to interpret Paul’s activity as a divine, triumphal procession (2:14 ff.), 
even in its failures (cf. 2:12 f.). But the second motive follows in no wise 
from the text, and the first would be convincing only if it were previously 
explained what caused someone to remove the introductions and conclusions of 
various Pauline epistles, and to piece the epistles together so as to make a con¬ 
glomeration. Bornkamm also can bring up no real reason for the insertion of 
II 9. 

Viewed as a whole, the best supposition remains that II Corinthians as trans¬ 
mitted forms an original unity. Since Paul dictated the Epistle in the midst 
of interruptions the possibility of unevennesses existed from the beginning. 
Precisely when we understand II Corinthians as an actual epistle out of the 
uniqueness of a developing historical situation does it become comprehensible as 
a historical entity. And there are not lacking in it connecting threads between 
the various parts. In the first chapters Paul treats that which freed him from 
his great solicitude for the Corinthian congregation, the settlement of the con¬ 
flict. But through all the joy there repeatedly sounds here the note that there 
remains much to be desired for the church: "you have understood in part” 
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(1:14); **punishmcnt by the majority” (2:6), etc. The fact that chaps. 8, 9 
have their own tone in respect to the discussions before and after results from 
the subject matter. The fact that Paul solicits for the collection with a certain 
timidity in tortuous trains of thought is explicable in the light of his situation 
in respect to a congregation which has only recently been won again. With 10:1 
the Apostle once more prepares to add a concluding word. But as he begins, he 
again is overcome by bitterness over all that he had experienced in recent months 
at the hands of the congregation and by his solicitude for the future of the 
congregation still constantly threatened by opponents. Gal. 6:12 ff., I Cor. 16:22, 
and Rom. 16:17ff. present shorter parallels to that kind of sharp conclusion. 
But a more irenic wish and greeting conclude the Epistle. 


4. Place and Time of Composition 

If the reconstruction of the events between I and II Corinthians proposed 
above (pp. 207 flF.) is correct, then the following events are to be placed 
between the composition of I Corinthians in the spring of 54 or 5 5 and the 
composition of II Corinthians: the return of Timothy from Corinth, the journey 
of Paul to Corinth, his return to Ephesus, the sending of Titus to Corinth, the 
beginning and the breaking off of Paul’s missionary activity in Troas, his journey 
to Macedonia, and his meeting there with Titus. This journey from Ephesus to 
Macedonia must correspond to that mentioned in Acts 20:1 f., and Paul must, 
if Acts 20:2-16 is correct, have traveled again to Corinth soon after the com¬ 
position of II Corinthians, spent three months there, and at the time of the 
Passover was again in Philippi. Since it is completely possible to accommodate 
in half a year the events supposed to have taken place between I and II Corin¬ 
thians, and since the journey from Macedonia to Greece, the three-month stay 
there, and the return to Macedonia must be placed after the composition of II 
Corinthians, it follows that the time of composition of II Corinthians was the 
late fall of the year 5 5 or 56. The indication in II 8:10 and 9:2 that the collec¬ 
tion in Corinth was being pushed forward aTro Trepyat also points to the same 
conclusion, since, according to this dating, between the beginning of the collec¬ 
tion directed in I 16:1 f. and the composition of II Corinthians could lie the 
beginning of a new year which commenced in autumn (Michaelis). There is no 
reason for the supposition that there was a year and a half between the com¬ 
position of I and II Corinthians. II Corinthians was doubtless written in Mace¬ 
donia. 

Tliat II Corinthians effected the final settlement of the conflict with the 
Corinthian congregation is probable, because the Epistle to the Romans, pre¬ 
sumably written in Corinth, reveals none of the difficulties with the congrega¬ 
tion in which Paul finds himself. In addition to its elucidation of the difficulties 
of the Pauline mission, the significance of II Corinthians lies in the Insight into 
Paul’s apostolic consciousness of mission which the Epistle imparts to us. 
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§19. The Epistle to the Romans 

Commentaries, see p. 388. Studies: W. Lutgert, Der Rom. ah historisches Pro¬ 
blem, BFTh 17, 2, 1913; R. Schumacher, Die beiden letzten Kapitel des Rd?ti., 
NTA 14, 4, 1929; R. M. Hawkins, **Romans: A Reinterpretation,” JBL 60, 1941, 
129 ff.; R. Bultmann, “Glossen im Rom.,” ThLZ 72, 1947, 197 ff.; J. Dupont, 
‘Tour rhistoire de la doxologie finale de I’Epitre aux Romains,” RBd 58, 1948, 1 ff. 
(lit.); T. M. Taylor, “The Place of Origin of Romans,” JBL 67, 1948, 281 ff.; 
T. W. Manson, “St. Paul’s Letter to the Romans—and Others,” BJRL 31, 1948, 
224 ff. (= Manson, St., 225 ff.); A. Feuillet, “Le plan salvifique de Dieu d’apres 
I’Epitre aux Romains,” RB 57, 1950, 336 ff.; 489 ff.; E. J. Goodspeed, “Phoebe’s 
Letter of Introduction,” HarvThR 44, 1951, 5 5 ff.; S. Lyonnet, “Note sur le plan 
de l’£pitre aux Romains,” RScR 39-40, 1951-52, 301 ff.; N. A. Dahl, “Two Notes on 
Romans 5,” StTh 5, 1951, 37 ff.; H. Preisker, “Das historische Problem des Rom.,” 
Wissenschaftl, T^eihchr. der Friedrich Schiller-Univers. Jena 1952-53, 25 ff.; 

G. ScHRENK, Der Rom. als Missionsdokument, “Studien zu Paulus,” AThANT 26, 
1954, 81 ff.; J. Munck, see ^l^, 190 ff.; Eng., 196 ff.; J. Dupont, “Le probleme 
de la structure litteraire de I’Epitre aux Romains,” RB 62, 195 5, 365 ff.; J. Knox, 
“A Note on the Text of Romans,” NTSt 2, 195 5-56, 191 ff.; W. Schmithals, 
“Die Irrlehrer von Rm. 16:17-20,” StTh 12, 1958, 51 ff.; N. Krieger, “Zum Rom.,” 
NovT 3, 1959, 146 ff.; G. Harder, “Der konkrete Anlass des Rom.,” Thv 6, 1959, 
13 ff.; T. Fahy, “St. Paul’s Romans were Jewish Converts,” The Irish Theological 
Quarterly 26, 1959, 182 ff.; E. Trocme, “L’EpItre aux Romains et la methode 
missionaire de I’apotre Paul,” NTSt 7, 1960-61, 148 ff.; G. Friedrich, RGG ® V, 
1961, 1137 ff. 


1. Contents 

After the address (1:1-7), expanded by a definition of the contents of the 
"gospel,” and the introductory thanksgiving (1:8-15), which explains how 
Paul came to write this Epistle, follows the theme of the Epistle (1:16-17): 
“The gospel... is the power of God for salvation to every one who has faith, . . . 
for in it the righteousness of God is revealed through faith.” This theme is 
carried out by means of the negative and the positive proof of God’s saving act 
in Christ, which makes possible justification through faith alone (1:18-4:25). 
Negatively it is shown that apart from the gospel all men stand under the 
wrath of God (1:18—3:20). Then there follows the positive proof (3:21—4:25): 
the new righteousness of God by grace through faith in Christ (3:21-26); 
through God’s new revelation of faith all boasting is excluded (3:27-30); the 
objection that the Law has been abrogated is refuted with the reference to 
Abraham, who was justified by faith. 

After this demonstration that salvation is founded in God’s act, there follows 
the description of the actuality of the new being of the Christian (5:1-8:39; 
that the new train of thought commences, not after 5:21, so lately Gaugler and 
Goguel, and not after 5:11, so Feuillet, Leenhardt, but after 4:2 5, has been 
established by Dahl, Lyonnet, Dupont, cf. also Dodd, Nygren, Michel). First 
of all, Paul shows that with justification certainty of salvation is given (5:1- 
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11); Christ as the second Adam is the bringer of life (5:12-21). Against the 
charge that the proclamation of justification by grace alone creates indifference 
toward sin, Paul retorts: On the basis of baptism, the new life is in principle 
freed from sin (6:1-14); it is obedience and service (6:15-23); it is freedom 
from the Law (7:1-6), which in men under the Law only reveals sin and works 
death, but which, thanks to the saving act of Christ, has no more power 
(7:7-25); he who is controlled by the Spirit is free from sin and death (8:1-11); 
the possession of the Spirit guarantees the certainty of salvation (8:12-17); in 
any case, the hope in final salvation is certainly secured (8:18-30), for which 
Paul gives thanks with rejoicing (8:31-39). Then in 9-11 Paul raises the 
question about the unbelief of the Jews in the dawning time of salvation. The 
shocking fact of their present rejection is manifest (9:1-5), but God with their 
rejection has not violated his promise to Israel, for he has the freedom to reject 
(9:6-29). Human guilt is the cause of the rejection (9:30-10:21), but the 
rejection of the Jews is a temporary expedient of grace (11:1-32). A hymn 
concludes this chain of thought (11:33-36). 

With 12:1, 2, Paul introduces a series of paraeneses. There follow general 
exhortations for the relations of Christians to one another: principles for the 
attitude of Christians toward non-Christians (12:14-21); duties of Christians 
toward the state (13:1-7); the love of neighbor as the highest duty (13:8-10); 
the imminent end as an impulse to moral earnestness (13:11-14). In 14:1-15:6 
is discussed the concrete question of the strong and the weak in the Roman 
congregation (14:1-12, Paul’s judgment; 14:13-15, six exhortations for the 
strengthening of faith); generalization of the exhortation with reference to the 
example of Christ (15:7-13). In the personal conclusion Paul justifies his writ¬ 
ing (15:14-21), speaks about his travel plans, and gives notice of his visit to 
Rome (15:22-33). Recommendation of Phoebe (16:1-2); greetings (16:3-16); 
sudden warning against false teachers (16:17-20); greetings from the associates 
of Paul (16:21-24); doxology (16:25-27). 

2. The Beginnings of the Roman Church 

The oldest certain witness to the existence of the Roman Church is the 
Epistle to the Romans itself. Then follows Acts 28:15, the account of the 
meeting of Paul in Rome by the Christians there. In Rom. 15:22 fi. (cf. 1:13), 
Paul writes that for many years he has had the intention to come to the brethren 
in Rome. According to that, at least at the beginning of the fifties, there 
were already Christians in the capital city of the *Tmperium Romanum.” The 
remark of the Roman writer, Suetonius, in his Yita Clandii 25 (c. 120), must 
point still further back: "He [Claudius] expelled the Jews from Rome, since 
they were continually making disturbances with Chrestus as the instigator” 
[Judaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit]. Since 
"Chrestus” is simply another form of "Christus,” Suetonius undoubtedly refers, 
not to a Jewish agitator in Rome named "Chrestus,” but to Jesus Christ, whose 
gospel brought great unrest to Roman Jewry and became the occasion for 
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Emperor Claudius to expel the Jews, or a part of them. The report, which is 
not entirely clear, probably is based upon the heathen writer’s inexact informa¬ 
tion. We do not need to conclude from this notice that Christianity first pene¬ 
trated to Rome shortly before the Jewish edict of Claudius, which was issued in 
the year 49 (see p. 180). But it must have actually spread at that time among 
the Roman Jews, so that severe struggles arose between the old believers and 
the Christian believers. 

In any case, Peter was not the founder of the Roman Church, nor did he 
work in Rome before Paul wrote the Epistle to the Romans. The following 
verses speak against the supposition that Peter promoted the mission in Rome 
before Paul (so H. Lietzmann [see above, p. 194] 290 f.; E. Plirsch, ZNW 29, 
1930, 63 ff.): Gal. 2:7; Rom. 15:20; II Cor. 10:15 f. (Paul does not interfere 
in strange mission territory), and I Cor. 9:5, which mentions Peter’s mission¬ 
ary, itinerant preaching, but says nothing about his settling in a community 
founded by him. 

Nowhere does the Epistle to the Romans allude to persons to whom the con¬ 
gregation is indebted for the gospel, not even where it would be natural (e.g., 
1:8 ff.; 15:14 ff.). It is probable that Christianity came to the capital city of 
the empire, not through a particular apostle or missionary, but early over the 
routes of world commerce through the agency of the great Jewish diaspora 
of Rome. A sign of the religious ties between Roman Jews of the diaspora and 
Jerusalem is perhaps the fact, attested by Acts 6:9, that in Jerusalem the Liber¬ 
tines had a synagogue of their own, among whom some scholars conceive 
chiefly the offspring of Jews who were shipped to Rome by Pompey in 61 B.c. 
as prisoners of war, but later were released and formed a strong clement in Ro¬ 
man Jewry (see E. Haenchen, Apg,, Meyer III 1961, 223, note 3; otherwise, 
H. J. Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rojne, 1960, 156). Christianity in Rome al¬ 
ready had a bit of history behind it when Paul wrote his Epistle to the Romans. 


3. The Composition of the Congregation 
at the Time of the Epistle 

The Epistle to the Romans bears a double character: It is basically a dialogue 
of the Pauline gospel with Judaism, so that the conclusion, the readers arc 
Jewish Christians, seems obvious. And yet the Epistle contains expressions which 
definitely characterize the congregation as Gentile Christian. Tlie suppositions 
that the Roman congregation consists of a majority of Jewish Christians (W, 
Manson, The Epistle to tJoe Elehrews, 1953, 172 ff.; according to T. Fahy [see 
p. 216] 182 ff., the Roman congregation is supposed to consist basically of 
converted diaspora Jews), or that Paul seeks to win the Jewish Christians in 
Rome for the Gentile mission (Krieger), or that Paul battles against Jewish 
Christians who had returned to Rome, who wanted to gain ground again 
(Michel), can appeal only to Paul’s lively discussion with Jewish arguments 
(cf. 2:17; 3:1; 4:1; 7:1, 4), but not to any text which characterizes the 
majority of Roman Christians as former Jews. Also nothing points to the related 
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supposition that the Gentile Christians in Rome had had themselves circumcised 
before their baptism (Michaelis), or that there were in the Roman congregation, 
in addition to Jewish Christians, circumcised and uncircumcised Gentile Chris¬ 
tians (Harder), for in Romans (contrary to Galatians) there is lacking any 
argument against the acceptance of circumcision by Gentile Christians. Rather, 
everything favors the conclusion that the Roman congregation at the time of 
Paul con sisted in its~fnajority of former pagans. 

The Epigle~uh^lSiguously designates its readers as Gentile Christians. In j 
1:5 f., Paul introduces himself to them as the bearer of the apostleship **among 
all the [Gentiles], including yourselves,” the Christians in Rome. In 1:13, 
he expresses the wish that he **may reap some harvest among you as well as - 
among the rest of the Gentiles” (similarly in 15:15 ff.). In 11:13 he writes: 
*T am speaking to you Gentiles,” thus addressing his readers as Gentile Chris¬ 
tians, in contradistinction to the unbelieving Jews. And in 9:3 ff.; 10:1 f.; and 
11:23, 28, 31, Paul speaks to non-Jews about his own people. 

Any attempt to obtain a picture of the readers of Romans must proceed from 
this fixed point. To that even 4:1 and 7:1 ff. offer no hindrance. For in 4:1 
Paul imagines himself in discussion with a Jewish opponent and includes himself 
as a Jew with him. But the imaginary opponent is just as little to be sought 
among the readers of Romans as the rhetorical, apostrophic Jew of 2:17. In 7:1 
he calls the readers **those who know the law.” If Paul here actually means the 
Law of Moses, then he can presuppose this knowledge on the part of the Gentile 
Christians without more ado, for the OT was their Bible as well as that of the 
Jewish Christians. Gentile Christians were completely familiar with the OT 
through constant use in worship and instruction. Gentile Christians as well as 
Jewish Christians were set free from the Law through death (7:4; cf. Gal. 
4:1 ff., 8 ff.; 5:1, 13: all of pre-Christian mankind stood under the Law and 
became free from it through Christ). 

Nevertheless, the Roman congregation was certainly not pure Gentile Chris¬ 
tian (against Munck). That the contrast between **strong” and "weak” in 
the question of eating meat (14:1 ff.) goes back to the contrast between Jewish 
Christians and Gentile Christians, as is often supposed, is very questionable, 
since in Judaism we know no vegetarianism based on principle. But the history 
of the origin of the Christian community in Rome makes a Jewish-Christian 
admixture in it probable. Nevertheless, after the Jewish edict of Claudius its 
composition may have changed radically. But above all the admonition to 
mutual acceptance, with an allusion to the effect of the incarnation of Christ 
upon Jews and Gentiles, would be pointless if both groups were not presupposed 
in the congregation (15:7 ff.). Moreover, the repeated reference to the equal 
responsibility of Jews and Greeks before God (1:16; 2:9 ff., 25 ff.; 3:29; 10:12), 
and the broad discussion of the reasons for the unbelief of the majority of the 
Jewish people, with its proclamation of God’s still continuing goal of salvation 
for Israel (9-11), would be incomprehensible if no Jewish Christians belonged 
to the Roman congregation. And if ch. 16 should belong to Romans (see below. 
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pp. 224 iBf.), 16:7, 11 shows the presence of former Jews in the Roman congrega¬ 
tion. 


4. Time, Place, Occasion, and Purpose of Romans 

The Epistle was most probably written in Corinth during Paul’s last, three- 
month-long stay there, perhaps the spring of 5 5 or 56 (according to Acts 20:6 
Paul at Passover time was again in Philippi; but nothing in Romans points to 
Rengstorf’s claim that Paul wanted Romans to be known at Easter in Rome; 
see K. H. Rengstorf, pp. 64 f. [see above, p. 205]; cf. Acts 20:2 f.). Not 
long after II Corinthians, the Apostle himself came from Macedonia to Corinth, 
where he rested before commencing the collection journey to Jerusalem (15:25). 
From the years of Paul’s mission in Asia Minor and Greece, we know of no 
time which is better suited for the composition of such an extensive, well- 
considered, and detailed writing as Romans is. Even the recommendation of 
Phoebe from Cenchreae, the harbor city of Corinth (16:1 f.), would point to 
Corinth as the place of composition. Paul regards his task in the East as ful¬ 
filled. Now his glance is turning toward the West, the other half of the Roman 
Empire: He wants to make Rome the base of his mission in the West, and via 
Rome push on to Spain (15:24, 28). But before that, in order to wind up the 
business of the collection, it is a question of undertaking a journey to Jerusalem, 
dangerous because of the hate of the Jews in Judea against the apostate. For 
this situation the three-month stay in Corinth presents the most evident hypothe¬ 
sis, whereas there is no reason to take seriously Athens (Pherigo, see 518), or 
Philippi (Taylor, hesitatingly Michaelis). Duncan’s suggestion that Romans 
(or its chief part) was composed during Paul’s Asia Minor period (G. S. 
Duncan, ExpT 68, 1955-56, 164 f.) is not even worthy of advocacy for the 
chief part of Romans, in view of the priority of Galatians in subject matter 
(see above, pp. 197 f.). 

From the situation and the plans of the Apostle follow the occasion and 
purpose of Romans. Previously, Paul had not known the Christians of Rome 
personally. Tlirough the Epistle he sought to gain rapport with them. Accord¬ 
ing to that which he has in view, it is plainly an imperative of missionary strat¬ 
egy for him to establish relations with the church of the capital city of the em¬ 
pire. He needs it as a basis of operations for his further work (cf. Schrenk). 
Although Paul does not come to the strange congregation in Rome as its mission¬ 
ary, he is prepared as a guest traveling through to serve them with the gospel. 
Above all, however, he wants to enlist their brotherly help in the execution of 
his plans. But the announcement of his visit, the explanation of his intentions, 
and the wooing of understanding and help from the Christians in Rome in 
respect to the goal of his mission, which he is pursuing, explain only the exter¬ 
nal occasion and the immediate purpose of the Epistle. The broad, theological 
discussion and the controversy with the Jews which permeates the book must 
have other, more deeply lying foundations. 

The old view that Romans is a systematic, doctrinal presentation of Christian 
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belief (church fathers, reformers, etc.; cf. Melanchthon: ‘*a compendium of 
Christian doctrine” [’‘doctrinae Christianae compendium”]), is untenable, 
for important elements of Pauline teaching, such as Christology and eschatology, 
do not receive full attention, and some, such as the Lord’s Supper and church 
polity, are not touched upon at all. On the other hand, the entire Epistle is con¬ 
ditioned by the fact that Paul, in seeking an association with the Roman Chris¬ 
tians in the interests of his further missionary work, introduces himself to them 
and says to them what to him is the essence of Christianity and the content of 
the gospel, which he as apostle of the Gentiles proclaims. His desire to introduce 
himself to the Christians in Rome, to tell them who he is and what he preaches, 
gives Paul the opportunity to express himself at length concerning the basic 
truths of Christianity as he secs and teaches them. Romans is the theological self¬ 
confession of Paul, which arose out of a concrete necessity of his missionary 
work. 

But this self-confession in no wise creates *‘the impression of a monologue” 
(Feine-Behm; to the contrary, Michel). Rather, we repeatedly get the impression 
that Paul is polemizing against false views being advocated in the Roman con¬ 
gregation: the criticism of the *Veak” by the **strong” and the disregard of the 
**strong” for the "weak” (14:1—15:7); the creation of "dissensions and diffi¬ 
culties, in opposition to the doctrine which you have been taught” (Rom. 
16:17 f.); Jewish errors and criticism of the gospel (2:17; 3:1-31; 4:1; 7:13; 
9:31 f.; 11:11); libertine-antinomian deductions from the message of the free¬ 
dom of the Christians from the Law (3:8, 31; 6:1, 15; 7:7 ff.), and Gentile- 
Christian arrogance (11:13 ffi.). We can hardly explain this double polemic with 
the supposition that Paul in the well-defined structure of 1:16-15:13 sent to 
the Romans in an epistolary frame a document already written for a situation 
that he frequently encountered in his missionary activity, i.e., a document 
which was formulated for the instruction of Christian congregations which 
were separating from the synagogue, so that in the chief part of Romans we 
hear an echo of Paul’s controversies with Judaizers and antinomians (Trocme; 
similarly W. Manson, Munck). For that does not explain the polemic as dia¬ 
logue and it especially docs not fit 14:1-15:13. On the other hand, it is charac¬ 
teristic of many suppositions that they seek to have too precise knowledge and 
reach out beyond that which can be recognized with certainty. Such suppositions 
include the following: Paul in Romans intervenes in the discussion between 
Jewish Christians and antinomian Gentile Christians in Rome (Preisker); he 
struggles only against antinomianism in the congregation (Liitgert); he attacks 
only the Jewish Christians who do not want to allow the Gentile Christians to 
be regarded as full Christians (Harder); he defends his view against that of 
the circumcised Gentile Christians in Rome (Michaelis); he seeks to make the 
most amiable possible approach to the Roman congregation, whom he fears will 
reject him (J. Knox). In truth, we can say with certainty only that Paul set 
forth his views against the Jewish teaching of salvation and against antinomian 
charges against his message of the gospel (carried by him to the Romans from a 
concrete, missionary impetus, as the saving power for everyone who believes) 
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because he expected such objections from the Roman congregation. Moreover, it 
is also certain that he interfered in the controversy between vegetarians and 
their opponents in Rome, of whom he must have heard, but that he did not need 
to have in mind a threat to the community through Judaizing propaganda. And 
in spite of this actual ramification of the Epistle, we need not doubt that Paul 
himself with this extensive, argumentative, and transcending representation 
gives an account of his gospel which he previously preached and which he is 
now bringing to the far West. 


5. Authenticity and Integrity of the Epistle 


The authenticity and unity of Rom. 1-15 admit of no serious doubt (Haw¬ 
kins* supposition of extensive interpolations is completely arbitrary, and for the 
thesis that ch. 16 was attached to the authentic Romans in the Roman Church 
J. Knox can adduce no convincing argument). Bultmann’s supposition of the 
interpolation of particular verses (2:16; 6:17; 7:25b; 8:1; 10:17) has found 
only isolated agreement, especially for 7:25b, but is in no instance conclusive. 
On the other hand, the ending of Romans presents weighty text-critical diffi¬ 
culties. 

In Marcion’s Apostolikon there is a shorter text of Romans. Origen, Covi- 
vientaria in ephtolam ad Komanos (VII, 453 Lommatzsch), says about it: 

Marcion, by whom the evangelical and apostolic writings were falsified, completely 
removed this section (16:25 fi.) from this Epistle; and not this alone, but also from 
that place where it is written: “For all which is not based upon faith is sin” (14:23), 
he cut it all off right up to the end. (Caput hoc [16:2 5 ff.] Marcion, a quo scripturae 
evangelicae et apostolicae interpolatae sunt, de hac epistula penitus abstulit; ct non 
solum hoc, sed et ab eo loco, ubi scriptum est: “omne autem, quod non est ex fide, 
peccatum est” [14:23] usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit.) 

That is, Marcion cut off chaps. 15 and 16 (dissecuit = desecuit); his Romans 
concluded with 14:23. Marcion’s text of Romans without chaps. 15 and 16 
later affected some manuscripts of the Western Church, which, after 14:23, 
have only the doxology of 16:25 ff. (cf. J. Dupont, RBd 58, 1948, 6 f.). 
15:1-16:23 is undeniably Pauline, but the doxology of 16:25 ff. is found in the 
text tradition not only after 14:23 but in strikingly varying positions: 


a) 1:1-14:23; 

b) 1:1-14:23; 16:25-27; 

c) 1:1-14:23; 16:25-27; 

d) 1:1-14:23; 

e) 1:1-14:23; 16:24-27; 


15:1-16:23; 16:25-27 

15:1-16:23;16:25-27 

15:1-16:24 

15:1-16:24 


X B C bo sa D d c f 
vg syi’ 

A P min 
S? sy^ Chrys 
F G g Archetype of D 
yg2089 Latin accord¬ 
ing to chaps, lists Cypr 

5^46 


f) 1:1-15:33; 16:25-27; 


16:1-23 
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The doxology cannot originally have stood after 14:23 and 16:23, especially 
since after 14:23 it destroys the connection. But if it originally stood after 
16:23, how did it get after 14:23? The conjecture that Marcion’s text (i.e., 
without chaps. 15 and 16) played a role here urges itself upon us, especially 
since the text form (e) also existed in ecclesiastical circles. Upon the basis of 
these observations, P. Corssen (ZNW 10, 1909, 1 ff., 97 ff.), and D. de Bruyne 
(RBd 25, 1908, 423 ff.), independently of each other, first advocated the evi¬ 
dent hypothesis that Marcion’s shortened text represents the starting point of 
the textual tradition which is discernible to us, since the doxology was attached 
to this shortened text (text e). The Great Church accepted this textual form, 
and from the confrontation of this textual form (e) with the primitive Pauline 
text, which had been preserved elsewhere, arose the various textual forms, in 
that the doxology remained in its original place (text c), was omitted (text d), 
was shifted after 15:33 or 16:23 (texts f and a), or remained and was appended 
(text b). There results, then, the following family tree of the textual forms: 

primitive text (1:1-16:23) 

Marcion’s text (1:1-14:23) 

I 

Marcion s text expanded by means of the doxology (e) 

.I 

combination of primitive text and text e: a,b,c,d,f. 

The presupposition of this hypothesis, which is approved by the great majority 
of scholars (16:25-27 after 16:23 is still defended as original by Hopfl-Gut, 
Meinertz, Nygren, Cambier in Robert-Feuillet, Guthrie; after 15:33 by 
Feuillet), is certainly that 16:25-27 is cither a fragment of another Pauline 
epistle (Schumacher, Mchaelis, Feine-Behm, Wikenhauser), or a non-Pauline 
addition (Dupont, T. W. Manson, G. Zuntz [see pp. 359] 227, E. Kamlah, 
ThLZ 81, 1956, 492, K. G. Kuhn, NTSt 7, 1960-61, 336). In and of itself the 
preservation of such a small Pauline fragment is not probable, but the composi¬ 
tion of a liturgical conclusion to the shortened text in ecclesiastical circles is 
likely (Kamlah refers to relationship with the Pastorals; Klijn supposes attach¬ 
ment in connection with the collection of the Pauline epistles), or in Marcionite 
circles after Marcion (A. Harnack, Studien znr Geschichte des NT nnd der 
Alien Kirche I, 1931, 184 ff., Goguel, Lietzmann, Zuntz, T. W. Manson). In 
fact, the unusualness of the style as a whole plus the expressions atwno? 

/AoVo9 o-oc^o 9 6£09, yv(i)pL^€iv TO fxvaT^pLov, wcigh against the Pauline authorship of 
this section, but especially the thoughts that the gospel "was kept secret for 
long ages’* and "is now disclosed and through the prophetic writings is made 
known.” These conceptions would be well explained in connection with Mar¬ 
cionite origin, but whereas this question must remain open, it may be certain 
that the doxology does not stem from Paul and originally was created as a con¬ 
clusion following 14:23. We do not know the origin of the mutilated textual 
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form 1:1-14:23, which for us is attested only for Marcion. It is just as possible 
that Marcion found the text mutilated as that he himself shortened it. But in 
any case it follows that the archetype, to which our textual tradition goes back, 
included only 1:1—16:23. 

By reference to two facts, some scholars have denied that a text of this extent 
represents Paul’s original Romans. 1) They have noted that before the writing 
of the oldest preserved copy of Romans, Papyrus 46 from the end of the second 
century (see below, p. 363), Romans could have included only chaps. 1-15, 
since only in this way can the position of the doxology after 15:33 in be 
explained (Friedrich). Hence T. W. Manson (followed by Munck) concluded 
that Paul wrote 1:1-15:33 for Rome and sent it to Rome, and then sent to 
Ephesus a copy of this text, expanded through ch. 16. Albertz would like to 
see in ch. 16 a second Romans which Paul in Puteoli (cf. Acts 28:13) attached 
to first Romans. No convincing argument can be adduced in favor of Albertz’ 
hypothesis. Moreover, the presence of the doxology after 15:33 in in no 
wise proves that there ever was a manuscript which ended with 15:33, not to 
mention that this form of the text was sent by Paul to Rome, especially since 
itself contains ch. 16. 

2) T. W. Manson’s hypothesis, however, coincides with earlier observations 
on ch. 16. C. A. Heumann (1755) raised the question for the first time whefher 
chaps. 12-15 and 16 were Pauline supplements to Romans. J. S. Semler (1769, 
see WGK, NT, 79) designated chaps. 15 and 16 as appended Pauline essays. But 
D. Schulz (ThStKr 2, 1829, 609 ff.) was the first to regard ch. 16 as a fragment 
of a Pauline epistle to the Ephesians. Tliis hypothesis, with slight differences 
(e.g., 16:1, 2 still belong to Romans, according to Feine-Behm, Michaclis), is 
advocated today by numerous scholars (e.g., Henshaw, Heard, McNeile-Wil- 
liams, Goodspeed, T. W. Manson, Munck, Leenhardt, Feuillet, Schmithals, T. M. 
Taylor, Friedrich, Bultmann, In inemoriam E. Lohmeyer, 1951, 190), and rests 
upon the following arguments: 

1. Tlie list of personal greetings (16:3-16) presupposes that Paul has a 
strikingly large number of personal acquaintances in a congregation yet un¬ 
known to him. But even if we take into consideration the freedom of move¬ 
ment in that age, it is difficult to conceive that all of these persons in the 
meantime had emigrated from the Orient to Rome. And it would hardly have 
served the purposes which Paul was pursuing in Rome with the Epistle if he 
had greeted so emphatically his old friends instead of the leading personalities of 
the congregation. That we encounter only a few Latin names in the list of 
greetings does not need to speak against Rome, for Greek was the language of 
Christians in Rome throughout the first century. Yet all attempts to prove 
the names found in ch. 16 by means of the inscriptions and literary documents 
of the time as from the city of Rome are not successful. Tlie names are attested 
throughout the most diverse parts of the "Imperium Romanum” and cannot be 
fixed locally. 

2. We would seek **the first convert in Asia” (16:5) in Ephesus, not in 
Rome. Likewise, Prisca and Aquila with their household church, who were 
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banished from Rome (Acts 18:2), first settled in Corinth, and then in Ephesus 
(Acts 18:18 f., 26; I Cor. 16:19). 

3. The sharp warning against those who create dissensions (16:17-20) is 
neither suitable in the framework of Romans nor to the situation of the readers. 
The paragraph also has an authoritative tone which is incompatible with the 
guarded contacts in 1:10 ff.; 15:14 ff.; 12:3 ff. This argument especially has 
value if we see Judaizers opposed here as in Galatians. 

4. 15:33 has the character of the solemn epistolary conclusion, likewise 
16:20. This duplication is quite unusual in Paul. 

5. It is extraordinary for Paul to greet so many individual Christians at the 
end of an epistle. 

The most probable reasons for the hypothesis that basic parts of Rom. 16 
were originally directed to Ephesus are given in arguments 1-3. But this hy¬ 
pothesis is not at all convincing: 1. Paul by no means knows all of the persons 
greeted; we mjcst suppose only that nine out of the twenty-six emigrated from 
the East to Rome (Prisca and Aquila, Epaenetus, Andronicus and Junias, Am- 
pliatus, Stachys, Rufus and his mother). And even if considerably more of 
those greeted had come from the East to Rome, still it would be a matter of 
only a small number of Christians, who had traveled to the capital city during 
the course of several years, which is not inconceivable (Lietzmann referred to 
the analogy of a Bacchian Tliiasos, who, according to an inscription published 
in the American Journal of Archaeology 37, 1933, 115 ff., came from the East 
to Rome). 

2. The first convert of Asia, Epaenetus, can without further ado be thought 
of as now in Rome; the reference to his special role in Asia is even basically 
more natural in an epistle to Rome than in one to Ephesus, where his role was 
known. And the conjecture that Prisca and Aquila, in the meantime, returned 
home after the lifting of Claudius’ Jewish edict following his death in 54, is 
not to be rejected out of hand. 

3. It is not clearly ascertainable against whom the sharp warning of 16:17-20 
is directed; nothing points to **Judaizers” true to the law; some also think of 
Gnostics (Michel, Preisker, Schmithals), though that is not exactly demon¬ 
strable. But a warning of a threat to the congregation which has not yet become 
a reality, would be as conceivable in respect to Rome as in respect to Ephesus. 

4. The concluding benediction of 15:33 within a Pauline epistle is not at all 
impossible (cf. I Thess. 3:11-13; Phil. 4:9). 

5. But two reasons speak decisively against the Ephesian hypothesis: a) The 
Epistle 16:1-23 or 16:3-23 would have an impossible literary character. No 
one yet has established the existence in antiquity of a letter consisting mainly 
of greetings (not even in a letter of recommendation for a woman, in which 
that would be necessary, according to Goodspeed), and particularly to the con¬ 
gregation to which Paul had attended for years could he hardly have written 
so trivially, b) Neither the supposition that someone “piously added” to Romans 
as the conclusion of the collection of PauUne epistles “what was still found in 
the archive of Pauline materials” (Feine-Behm; but did Romans stand at the 


226 


Introduction to the New Testament 


end of the earliest Pauline collection?), nor the conjecture that Paul, by means 
of this appendix, made Romans also suitable for Ephesus, can explain why some¬ 
one cut off from the Romans which ended with 15:33 the greetings which arc 
indispensable there and cut off the address from the alleged epistle to the 
Ephesians. And the supposition that ch. 16 is only a fragment of an epistle to 
the Ephesians especially makes the preservation of such a fragment still more 
incomprehensible. On the other hand. Col. 4:10 ff., which likewise was written 
to a congregation unknown to Paul, shows that Paul had good reasons in such 
cases to use all personal contacts. Karl Roll {Gesaimnelte Anfsatze II, 1928, 47, 
note 2) also has stressed correctly that the greeting from **all the churches of 
Christ” (16:16) was basically more suitable in an epistle to Rome in this situa¬ 
tion than in respect to Ephesus. Tlie supposition that the original text of Romans 
contained 1:1-16:23, therefore, explains the textual tradition the most con¬ 
vincingly (so, e.g., Lietzmann, Jiilicher, Gogucl, Michel, Huby-Lyonnet, Gaug- 
ler, Barrett, Wikenhauser, Guthrie, Preisker, Harder). 

520. The Epistle to the Philippians 

Commentaries, see p. 389. Studies: W. Lutgert, Die Vollkoinmenen in Philippi 
und die Enthusiasten in Thessalonich, BFTh 13, 6, 1909, 1 ff.; P. Feine, Die Abfassung 
des Phil, in Ephesus, BFTh 20, 4, 1916; W. Michaelis, Die Gefangenschaft des 
Paiclus in Ephesus und das Itinerar des Thnotheus, NTF, I, 3, 1925; idem. Die Datie- 
rung des Phil., NTF I, 8, 1933; G. S. Duncan, Si. PauPs Ephesian Ministry. A Recon¬ 
struction with Special Reference to the Ephesian Origin of the Imprisonment Epistles, 
1929; J. Schmid, Zeit und Ort der paulinischen Gefangenschaftsbriefe. Mit einem 
Anhang iiber die Datierung der Past., 1931; T. W. Manson, **St. Paul in Ephesus. 
The Date of the Epistle to the Philippians,” BJRL 23, 1939, 182 fiF. ( = Manson, St.., 
149 ff.); C. H. Dodd, NT Studies, 1953, 85 ff.; G. S. Duncan, ''Were PauPs Imprison¬ 
ment Epistles written from Ephesus?,” ExpT 67, 195 5-56, 163 ff.; idem, "Paul’s Min¬ 
istry in Asia—the Last Phase,” NTSt 3, 1956-57, 211 ff.; idem, "Chronological Table 
to Illustrate Paul’s Ministry in Asia,” NTSt 5, 1958-59, 43 ff.; P. N. Harrison, 
"The Pastoral Epistles and Duncan’s Ephesian Theory,” NTSt 2, 1955-56, 250 ff.; 
L. Johnson, "The Pauline Letters from Caesarea,” ExpT 68, 1956-57, 24 ff.; 
W. Schmithals, "Die Irrlehrer des Phil.,” ZThK 54, 1957, 297 ff.; J. Muller- 
Bardorff, "Zur Frage der literarischen Einheit des Phil.,” Wissenschaftl. Zeitschrift 
der Friedrich Schiller-U7tiversitdt Jena 7, 1957-58, Gesellschafts- und sprachwissen- 
schaftl. Rcihe 4, 591 ff.; B. D. Rahtjen, "The Three Letters of Paul to the Philip¬ 
pians,” NTSt 6, 1959-60, 167 ff.; B. S. Mackay, "Further Thoughts on Philippians,” 
NTSt 7, 1960-61, 161 ff.; G. Delling, RGG ^ V, 1961, 333 ff.; G. Bornkamm, "Der 
Phil, als paulinischc Briefsammlung,” Neotestamentica et Patristica, Freundesgabe O. 
Culimann, NovT Suppl. 6, 1962, 192 ff.; H. Koster, "The Purpose of the Polemic of 
a Pauline Fragment (Phil. Ill),” NTSt 8, 1961-62, 317 ff. 

1. Contents 

After the address (1:1 f.) and epistolary introduction (1:3-11), in which 
Paul gives thanks for the condition of the church and prayerfully mentions 
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their further advancement, follow reports about the Apostle’s situation (1:12- 
26). Although he is imprisoned, the cause of the gospel is not hindered, but 
advanced; his associates have thereby received a stimulus to the joyful con¬ 
fession and proclamation of the gospel (1:12-18^^); even his personal prospects 
are auspicious: Filled with a desire for death, he, nevertheless, sees a favorable 
outcome to his trial, his acquittal; he knows that he will remain in the flesh, 
that he will remain to support his churches, and that he will see the Philippians 
again (1:18^-26). To that are connected exhortations to the congregation 
(1:27“2:18): First, an exhortation to brave perseverance in the struggle for 
the faith (1:27-30); then the admonition to cultivation of a right disposition, 
which above all things is humility and unselfishness as a member of the body 
of Christ (2:1-5). This admonition becomes the occasion for the incorporation 
of the Christ psalm (2:6-11), in which Paul praises Jesus Christ as the founda¬ 
tion of a disposition which is prepared for self-forgetting renunciation, even 
unto the uttermost. The paraenesis rings out with a repeated admonition to 
struggle for salvation, from which joy originates for Paul and the readers 
themselves (2:12-18). In 2:19-30 follow notes about Timothy and Epaphrodi- 
tus; Timothy, whose faithfulness Paul praises, is supposed to come to Philippi 
soon; the Philippian, Epaphroditus, who in connection with his visit to Paul 
became sorely sick, has recovered and is now setting out upon his journey home. 
l\\a seems to prepare for the epistolary conclusion. But then once more the 
Apostle commences longer expositions, whose changed tone is striking: 3:1^-21 
forcibly warns of persons who have false confidence in the flesh, which Paul 
has given up, in order, on the basis of faith, to strive after the goal of the upward 
call, and sets up Paul as a pattern for those people who live as enemies of the 
cross of Christ. Short, specific admonitions and renewed general exhortations 
are attached to this general warning (4:1-9). Finally, Paul thanks the Philip¬ 
pians for a gift, over which he rejoices as evidence of their inner unity with 
him (4:10-20). General greetings (4:21 f.) and the benediction (4:23) form 
the conclusion. 


2. Paul and the Church at Philippi 

The founding of the church was the first act of Paul on European soil when, 
in the year 48/49 on his so-called second missionary journey, he came from Asia 
Minor to Macedonia. Philippi, built by Philip of Macedon, the father of Al¬ 
exander the Great, and named after him, since 42 B.c. was a Roman military 
colony, "Colonia Augusta lulia Philippensis,” whose inhabitants enjoyed the 
privileges of the ”ius Italicum” (cf. P. Lemerle, Philippes et la Macedoine orien- 
tale a Vepoqne chretienne et byzantlne, 1945, 7 If.). The history of Paul’s first 
mission in Philippi is known from Acts 16:12-40. It follows from I Thess. 2:2 
and Phil. 1:30 that the Apostle on this occasion was beset by conflicts and abuse. 
Flis first stay does not seem to have been of long duration, nor to have led 
to the founding of a large congregation. Acts mentions only the proselyte 
Lydia, a dealer in purple from Thyatira, with her household (16:14 f., 40), 
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and the jailer (16:33 f.). Otherwise, we know only the members of the con¬ 
gregation mentioned in Philippians, who perhaps were not converted until later: 
Epaphroditus (2:25 ff.; 4:18), Euodia, Clement, and the unnamed ‘‘fellow 
workers” (4:2 f.; a proper name, is not attested). Already these names 

cause us to conclude that this congregation was basically Gentile Christian, and 
3:3 also presupposes that the readers were not circumcised Jews. In the saluta¬ 
tion Paul greets especially “overseers” and “assistants” {Itt'ktkottol koX StaKovoi; 
1:1): The congregation has persons for definite, practical tasks whose services 
are characterized with designations traditional in the surrounding associations 
and cultic fellowships. Through the years Paul had not again visited Philippi. 
But the ties with the Christians there were firmly knit together, as is shown 
already by the gifts of money with which they helped him immediately in Thes- 
salonica and also later in Corinth (4:15 f.; II Cor. 11:8 f.). And possibly 3:1 
(ra avra ypac^cti' ifxol ovk oKvrjpov) , and perhaps also 3:18, refer to earlier epistles 
of Paul to Philippi. The sending of Timothy to Macedonia (Acts 19:22) was 
certainly also intended for the Philippians. Paul himself, probably first in the late 
spring of 54 or 5 5, came again to Macedonia (Acts 20:1 f.). During the stay 
there he doubtless also stopped at Philippi, and perhaps here met Titus who came 
from Corinth, and here wrote II Corinthians (see p. 215). Finally, he visited the 
congregation in the spring of 5 5 or 5 6 when he traveled from Corinth via Mace¬ 
donia to Jerusalem to deliver the collection, and probably celebrated Passover in 
their midst (Acts 20:3 ff.). 


3. The Occasion of the Epistle 

a) Paul had recently received another gift of money from Philippi. Epaphro¬ 
ditus delivered it under commission of the congregation (4:14, 18; 2:25). The 
Epistle expresses thanks for the evidence of love which has been received. Paul 
dispatches the Epistle by means of Epaphroditus, who had been very sick when 
with Paul, but has now recovered (2:28). b) Between the arrival of Epaphro¬ 
ditus with Paul and the Epistle to the Philippians a report concerning the illness 
of Epaphroditus must also have reached Philippi (2:26), and it is usually con¬ 
cluded from the formulation, he “has been distressed because you heard that he 
was ill,” that a report about the distress of the Philippians likewise must already 
have arrived back at the place where Paul and Epaphroditus were, but that by no 
means follows with certainty from this formulation (cf. Mackay). In any case, 
the Epistle to the Philippians also wishes to inform the Philippians that since 
the illness of Epaphroditus, which he contracted in the service of Christ, brought 
him near to death, he should be received with even greater esteem by the Phi¬ 
lippians (2:27-30). c) Paul also desires to furnish the congregation in Philippi 
with a report about his condition (1:12 ff.), especially since he cannot come 
at the moment because of his imprisonment. In addition, he wants to inform 
them that he hopes to send Timothy to Philippi soon, because he is waiting 
upon reports from the congregation (2:19 ff.). d) Paul also longs to help the 
congregation, since he himself, for the present, cannot come. To be sure, the 
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condition of the congregation hardly gives Paul occasion for exhortatory inter¬ 
vention. 1:3 ff.; 2:12; 4:1 show the picture of a congregation which deserves 
the full confidence of its Apostle. Only the vigorous reminder of the duty of 
concord (1:27—2:18) points to a definite lack in the moral conduct of the 
congregational members, which in the single case of 4:2 has mounted to the 
crass form of a quarrel between two women. Yet Paul wants to warn the con¬ 
gregation of persons whom he characterizes as "evil workers” (3:2) and 
"enemies of the cross of Christ” (3:18), and who could make an impression 
upon the Philippians (3:2, 15, 17), even though he does not observe that the 
congregation is already threatened. 

The reasons for the composition of this very personal writing are, therefore, 
so numerous that its origin becomes readily comprehensible. All the more unclear 
are the immediate historical circumstances of its composition. 


4. Place and Time of the Composition of the Epistle 

Paul writes as a prisoner (1:7, 13, 17; which Manson disputes for insufficient 
reasons), but the Epistle manifests nothing of apprehension about the outcome. 
Rather, Paul sees his situation developing for the advancement of the gospel: 
It has become known throughout the entire praetorian guard and to all the rest 
that his imprisonment is as a Christian missionary, not as a common criminal 
(1:12 f.). His trial can end with a judgment of death (1:20; 2:17). But most 
probably he will be acquitted. Hence he is in good spirits, and hopes soon to 
be working in freedom again, and to be able to come to Philippi (1:25; 2:24). 
Around him there prevails a lively, joyful activity of evangelization (1:14 ff.). 
Timothy is found among PauPs associates (1:1; 2:19, 23). 

When was Paul in a situation to which these data of Philippians are suited? 

From Acts 23:33-26:32 and 28:14-31 we know of two imprisonments of 
Paul, that in Caesarea and that in Rome. How long Paul sat under investigation 
during the proceedings in Caesarea, which followed the arrest of the Apostle 
in Jerusalem around Pentecost in 57 or 58, we do not know. Although Acts 
24:27 gives two years, it is questionable whether this statement also in the 
source referred to the time of Paul’s confinement (cf. E. Haenchen, Die Apg., 
Meyer IIP^, 1961, 60 ff.). In Rome Paul sat two years in "custodia libera,” 
according to Acts 28:30. Does Philippians originate from one of these two 
imprisonments or from a hypothetical imprisonment in Ephesus? 

1. The traditional view has Philippians composed in Rome (since the Mar- 
cionite prologue of the second century until the eighteenth century this view 
was undisputed; recently, e.g., Julicher, Heard, Henshaw, Sparks, J. J. Muller, 
Beare, Guthrie, Dodd, J. Schmid, Harrison, Mackay, Rahtjen, etc.). Above all, 
the following arguments are cited in favor of this position: 

a) 1:13, TrpatTwptov = praetorian guard, which stood in Rome. According 
to Acts 28:16, Paul, in the "custodia libera” in his own quarters, had a soldier 
with him as guard. He was, therefore, placed under the surveillance of praetorian 
guards, who relieved one another. 
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b) The expression "ot Ik KatWpo? ot/cia?” (4:22), which, according to 
the linguistic usage of the time of the emperors (cf. Latin, "domus” or *'familia 
Caesaris”), designates "members of the imperial household,*’ "the attendants of 
the emperor,” "slaves and free men.” Nowhere was there a better opportunity 
to meet slaves of the emperor and to win them to Christianity than in Rome. 

c) The situation of the imprisoned Paul. That in his place of residence 

preachers of the gospel were active in numbers (1:14 ff.) is readily understood 
in Rome with its distinguished Christian church. But even the Apostle’s personal 
situation corresponds to a Roman imprisonment: His trial before the imperial 
judge is coming to a close. Philippians stems from the time close before the 
end of the proceedings. Paul is mindful of the judicial decision as an alternative 
between judgment of death or acquittal (1:19 ff.). A hearing has already taken 
place (1:7; aTroAoyta, ; thereby it was shown that he was arrested 

and brought to trial only as a missionary of Christianity for the sake of Christ 
(1:12 f.). His freedom to send letters and to associate with his missionary 
companions also fits Paul’s situation as portrayed in Acts 28:16, 30 f. 

But against the Roman origin of Philippians we may bring forth strong con¬ 
siderations. a) From Rome Paul wanted to go on to Spain (Rom. 15:24, 28), 
But how do these plans agree with the announcement of a visit to Philippi, 
which Paul promises after a favorable outcome of the trial (2:24; 1:26)? 

b) In view of the great distance between Rome and Philippi, how is the quick 
communication and exchange of reports through letters and messengers between 
Paul and the church conceivable, as presupposed in Philippians? It has been 
calculated that before the composition of the Epistle the distance between the 
place of Paul’s imprisonment and Philippi must have been traversed four times 
(the Philippians heard of Paul’s arrest and sent Epaphroditus to him; the latter’s 
illness was reported to Philippi, and the concern of the Philippians reported 
back), and that between the composition of Philippians and the projected 
journey of Paul to Philippi the same distance would have to be traversed yet 
three more times (Epaphroditus returns to Philippi with the Epistle to the 
Philippians; Timothy is supposed to follow soon, and bring back reports from 
Philippi; cf. Michaelis). In whatever way we reckon the duration of a journey 
from Rome to Philippi, these numerous journeys demand in any case several 
months. Could Paul have waited for months to thank the Philippians for the 
gift (4:10 ff.)? Could he have characterized a projected journey which was to 
take place only after months as "coming soon” (2:24) ? 

c) "According to 1:30; 4:15 f. (cf. also 2:12; 1:26 and 2:22), Paul ob¬ 
viously had not been to Philippi since the founding of the church” (Michaelis) 
—a statement which does not apply to the time of the Roman imprisonment 
(cf. Acts 20:1 ff.). 

d) In 3:2 ff. Paul polemizes against Judaizers in a manner similar to that 
in Galatians and II Corinthians. Romans shows, however, that at that time there 
was no Judaizing danger either in Corinth or in Rome. Tliis polemic is thus 
incomprehensible at the time of Paul’s Roman imprisonment (so Feine). 
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These reasons for and these objections against the composition of Philippians 
in Rome are largely without real probative force. 

a) The reference to the publication of Paul’s imprisonment as a Christian 
cV oA(o Tw TrpaiTiopLU) (1:13), and the greetings from the emperor’s slaves (4:22), 
agree, to be sure, especially well with Rome. But these allusions would like¬ 
wise have been possible in Caesarea or Ephesus, because irpaiTijypLov can also 
characterize the residence of Roman governors and other Roman official houses, 
and there were slaves of the emperor in many places. 

b) From l:14f. we can no more infer anything certain about the size of 
the local Christian church than about the number of the missionaries active 
there. Paul’s personal situation, with the alternative of death sentence or ac¬ 
quittal, certainly does fit best his trial before the emperor in Rome, against 
whom there was no further appeal. But it is completely unknown to us, c.g., 
whether Paul, perhaps in Caesarea, had had the intention from the beginning 
of his imprisonment to appeal to Caesar (Acts 25:11; 26:32; 28:19). 

c) We know nothing as to whether Paul during his two-year Roman im¬ 
prisonment gave up or postponed his plan of a journey to Spain, in order to 
travel after his release first to the East and hence also to Philippi. Nevertheless, 
here is a real difficulty for the supposition that Philippians was composed in 
Rome. 

d) Tlie journeys presupposed and projected in Philippians between Paul’s 
residence and Philippi can doubtless be better explained if Paul were closer to 
Philippi than in Rome or Caesarea. Yet it is by no means correct that before 
the composition of the Epistle this distance must have been traversed four times 
(cf. Mackay). It is nowhere said that the Philippians sent their gift through 
Epaphroditus after they had heard of Paul’s imprisonment, and from 2:26 it 
by no means follows that Epaphroditus learned how the Philippians reacted to 
the report of his illness. From Philippians we can suppose with certainty nothing 
more than that Paul, after Epaphroditus had overcome his disease, thanks the 
Philippians for their gift delivered by Epaphroditus. Hence the interval of 
time between the receipt of the gift and the composition of the epistle of thanks 
is independent of the duration of a journey between the residence of Paul and 
Philippi. On the other hand, 2:19, 24 presupposes that Timothy is supposed to 
travel to Philippi and back, before Paul himself departs "soon” for there, a 
situation more difficult to conceive in connection with the great distances from 
Rome or Caesarea than from Ephesus. 

e) From no place in Philippians does it follow that Paul was no more in 
Philippi after the founding of the church there; hence this argument does not 
speak against Rome or Caesarea. 

f) It is debatable against whom the polemic in 3:2 ff., 17 ff. is directed, but 
the claim that Paul here polemizes against Judaizers (Appel, Feine-Behm, 
McNeile-Williams, Cerfaux in Robert-Feuillet, Beare, Martin, J. J. Muller, 
Delling, Bonnard, T. W. Manson, O. Cullmann, J^etcr . . . Tr. F. V. Filson, 1962, 
105, B. Reicke, Diakonie, Festfreude nnd Zelos, 1951, 298 ff.), is extremely 
improbable, because any polemic against the adoption of circumcision and of the 
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observance of the Law by Christians and any defense of Paul’s apostleship is 
lacking. Thus on the basis of this point no convincing objection can be raised 
to the composition of Philippians in Rome. But it cannot generally be deter¬ 
mined with complete certainty against whom this polemic is directed. Those 
who have denied the interpretation which identifies the opponents as Judaizers, 
have largely thought in terms of Jewish propagandists (Dibelius, Goguel, 
Meinertz, Jiilicher, Lohmeyer, Duncan, Albertz, J. Munck, see bibl. to ^16, 
p. 274). To their propaganda for circumcision eV aapKL the statement, **\Ve are 
the true circumcision” (3;3), was placed in contrast. To be sure, some advocates 
of this view hesitate to interpret 3:17ff. as directed against the same Jews, and 
refer 3:17 ff. to base Christians (Dibelius, Michel, CBL), or, in connection with 
an interpretation which refers 3:2 ff. to Judaizers, refer 3:17ff. to libertines 
(Lutgert, Appel, Beare, Martin, Delling), because the charges in 3:19, **their 
god is the belly, and they glory in their shame,” fits neither Jews nor Judaizers. 
Others want to regard the entire polemic in 3:2 ff. and 3:17 ff. as directed against 
the same Jewish-Gnostic opponents of the Pauline mission who also had to be 
fought in Corinth (Schmithals; somewhat differently, Koster, Bornkamm). 
Unequivocal Gnostic features certainly are not found in 3:2 ff., 17 ff. (the con¬ 
tention that the opponents maintain the Resurrection as already past is dragged 
in), and that abusive term, kiVcs (3:2), just like the contrast between rjfjLeU and 
those attacked (3:2 f., 19 f.), refers to Jews rather than to Christians. The 
supposition that the opponents whom Paul attacks in ch. 3, opponents who only 
threaten the congregation without already belonging to it, are the same Jewish 
propagandists in 3:2ff. as in 3:17ff. calls forth fewest doubts, but remains 
uncertain. Hence we cannot use the character of the opponents in Phil. 3 to 
determine the place where the Epistle was composed. If it is a matter of the 
Christian congregation over against hostile Jews, then this polemic agrees with 
every place at which a Christian congregation was found. 

2. If there are no clear-cut arguments for the composition of Philippians 
in Rome, and if a few arguments speak against it, then it is understandable 
that since H. E. G. Paulus (1799) numerous scholars have expressed themselves 
in favor of the composition of the Epistle in the other imprisonment known from 
Acts, that in Caesarea (see J. Schmid, 2, note 1; lately, Lohmeyer and L. 
Johnson). To be sure, the difficulty which has already been shown to arise 
from the journeys to and from Philippi speaks as well against Caesarea as against 
Rome, even if the voyage from Caesarea to Philippi is calculated to be somewhat 
shorter than the journey from Rome to Philippi. In favor of Caesarea would be 
the consideration that the congregation at the place of confinement does not 
seem to have been founded by Paul (cf. 1:13-17). Likewise, the plan mentioned 
in Philippians of a renewed journey to Philippi would blend smoothly with the 
plan mentioned in Romans of missionary activity in Spain, if we would sup¬ 
pose that Paul at a point of time before Acts 25:11 could have reckoned with 
the possibility of his acquittal. Since that is not provable, this localization of 
Philippians is today almost generally, but yet probably all too quickly, denied. 

3. Tlie problem of establishing the place where Philippians was written is 


^20. The Epistle to the Philippians 


233 


not necessarily bound to the alternative of Caesarea or Rome. Already before 
the years of investigation, of which Acts 23 ff. reports, Paul, according to his 
own testimony, was imprisoned more than once (II Cor. 11:23; 6:5; I Clem. 
5:6 knows that Paul **wore chains seven times”). Accordingly, there always 
exists the possibility that Philippians stems from an imprisonment of Paul of 
which the NT gives no direct information but for whose historicity there are 
indications in the sources. In the opinion of many scholars it is a question of 
an imprisonment in Ephesus. 

The Ephesian hypothesis first appears in a quite eccentric form in H. Lisco 
(1900), but was then thoroughly grounded by Deissmann, Feine, Michaelis, 
and Duncan (who thinks of the first of several Ephesian imprisonments), and 
today has numerous supporters (e.g., Goguel, Appel, Albertz, McNeile-Williams, 
de Zwaan, Feine-Behm, Klijn, Bonnard, Benoit, BdJ 499, Delling, Riddle- 
Hutson, W. Manson, Lemerle [see p. 227] 49 ff., Schmithals, Muller-Bardorfi, 
G. Bornkamm, Friedrich). 

The most important arguments are the following: 

a) According to language, literary manner, and thought-content, Philippians 
fits better closer to the earlier epistles than to the other prison epistles, which 
are to be located in Caesarea or Rome. Feine (43 ff.) has cited observations con¬ 
cerning the linguistic relationship of Philippians with I and II Corinthians and 
Romans. But Schmidts opposing studies (122 ff.) of the linguistic relationship 
of Philippians with Colossians (and Ephesians) show that neither with the 
one nor with the other group of Pauline epistles is there a one-sided relationship 
in language. And the lists of “Parallels between Philippians and the other Pauline 
Epistles” (compiled by C. L. Mitton, The Episfle to the Ephesians, 1951, 
322 ff.) clearly show that there are parallels with almost all the Pauline epistles. 

b) Phil. 3 fits only into the time of Paul’s struggles with the Judaizers or 
Gnostics, whose literary monuments are Galatians and II Corinthians. This 
argument is untenable, if in Phil. 3 it is a matter of warning against Jewish 
propaganda. But even if Paul is supposed to be warning against the same 
Judaizing or Gnostic danger as in Galatians or II Corinthians, it is by no means 
certain that a similar danger could not have been in Paul’s mind in a later time 
on the basis of new experiences. 

c) The process of Paul in Phil. 1, 2 cannot be the same as that introduced 
in Acts 23 ff. Phil. 1:7, 12 f., 16; 2:17 show that Paul’s proclamation of the 
gospel has somehow become the occasion for his judicial prosecution, but 
according to Acts 21:28; 25:7 ff.; 28:17 ff. it is a matter of alleged offenses of 
Paul against the Jewish Law together with profanation of the temple. If Paul 
in Philippians were standing before the last stages of his process which was 
begun in Jerusalem and Caesarea and then referred to the imperial tribunal in 
Rome, then the allusions to the process would have to sound different. “Defense 
and confirmation of the gospel” (1:7; cf. 1:16) lie upon a different level from 
the defense against Jewish accusations in Acts. This argument, however, has 
probative power only if we regard the charges mentioned in Philippians, based 
upon the proclamation of the gospel, as somewhat different from the accusations 
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in Acts, based upon teaching which is hostile to the Law. Especially since the 
statements in Acts about the process of Paul are by no means clear, this distinc¬ 
tion is hardly valid. 

d) There can be no doubt that the **praetorian guard” (1:13), as well as 
the ''slaves of the emperor” (4:22), were at Ephesus, for Ephesus was also a 
praetorian garrison, and there were imperial slaves or freed men in the empire 
generally, where imperial property was to be managed. But since this argument 
also applies to Caesarea, it is not convincing (see p. 231). 

e) The journeys between PauPs place of residence and Philippi, which the 
Epistle presupposes (see p. 230), are more easily conceivable from Ephesus 
than from Caesarea or Rome. PauPs plans to come to Philippi after his acquittal, 
and before that to send Timothy there and to await his return, are suitable to 
Acts 19:22; 20:1; I Cor. 4:17; 16:5, 10. Yet we certainly must note that this 
argument encounters the difficulty that Paul himself in I Cor. 4:17 and 16:10 
does not suggest that he is sending Timothy via Macedonia to Corinth, and that 
Acts 19:22 does not indicate that Paul expects Timothy back before his de¬ 
parture. Concerning Timothy’s fate according to Acts 20:6, following the de¬ 
parture from Philippi after PauPs last stay there, we know nothing, so that the 
supposition is thoroughly possible that Paul wanted to send him from Caesarea 
or Rome to Philippi. Therefore, this argument also is not compelling. 

f) In 1:30 Paul compares his conflict with the authorities in Philippi (Acts 
16:19 ff.) with a similar experience about which the Philippians are now hearing. 
That points to an event of the most recent past, not to the imprisonment in 
Caesarea and Rome lasting several years. But 1:30 presupposes that the Philip¬ 
pians are hearing now for the first time in more detail about Paul’s present 
tlyoji/, and it shows nothing at all in respect to the duration of his imprisonment 
up to this time. 

In addition, there is the indubitable difficulty that the fact of an imprisonment 
in Ephesus cannot be proved directly from the sources. The only thing settled is 
that Paul experienced severe suffering there. He writes from Ephesus: "Why am 
I in peril every hour? I protest, brethren, by my pride in you which I have in 
Christ Jesus our Lord, I die every day! What do I gain if, humanly speaking, 
I fought with beasts at Ephesus?” (I Cor. 15:30 ff.). Paul’s reference to fighting 
with beasts is probably to be understood figuratively (cf. Schmid, 39 ff.), and 
cannot be used as evidence for a longer imprisonment. And in II Cor. 1:8 ff. 
Paul says retrospectively about the period lying behind him in Ephesus: 

For we do not want you to be ignorant, brethren, of the affliction we experienced in 
Asia; for we were so utterly, unbearably crushed that we despaired of life itself. 
Why, we felt that we had received the sentence of death; but that was to make us 
rely not on ourselves but on God who raises the dead; he delivered us from so 
deadly a peril, and he will deliver us; on him we have set our hope that he will deliver 
us again (cf. also 4:8 ff.; 6:9 f.). 

But the text does not show that this danger of death was connected with an 
imprisonment. And even though there are still today in Ephesus ruins called the 


235 


^20. The Epistle to the Philippians 

“Prison of Paul,” the origin of this local tradition, authenticated only since the 
seventeenth century, has not yet been discovered. 

Tlius we are wanting any convincing evidence for an imprisonment of long 
duration of Paul in Ephesus (cf. the journeys to and from Philippi!). And 
there remains the difficulty that Acts is silent about Paul’s painful experiences 
in Ephesus, which, in spite of the silence of Acts, probably include an imprison¬ 
ment. But this difficulty exists even without the fusion of the question about 
the home of the Epistle to the Philippians with the fate of Paul in Ephesus, 
and we cannot simply put it out of the way with the unfounded hypothesis 
that the author of Acts “intentionally said nothing about an imprisonment in 
Ephesus” (Michaelis). 

The question of where Philippians was written cannot, then, be answered 
with certainty without new sources (Dibelius, Martin, Wikenhauser). But we 
can say that the probability of the Ephesian hypothesis is the slightest. Thus the 
time of composition is most likely a matter of the years 56/58 (Caesarea) or 
58/60 (Rome). 


5. Authenticity and Unity 

The doubts of Baur’s school about the authenticity of this Epistle (attested 
already by Polycarp, Phil. 3:2) have disappeared since Holsten. Attempts to 
separate unauthentic pieces from Philippians have miscarried (lately, Riddle- 
Hutson, NT Life and Literature, 1946, 123, maintained the secondary insertion 
of \:\b, since Paul does not speak of Ittl(tkottol) , On the other hand, the view 
repeatedly advocated since the seventeenth century has recently been established 
again in the most varied forms (cf. Goguel, Intr, IV, 1, 404 f.): Tlie trans¬ 
mitted Philippians has secondarily been joined together out of two or three 
originally independent epistles or fragments of epistles. Advocates of this view 
point out that Paul in Philippians “until 3:1 offers the paragon of a clear and 
precise Epistle” (Schmithals), but that in 3:1 an epistolary conclusion begins, 
which is interrupted in 3:2 by a warning about opponents which is completely 
different in tone and contents from the preceding chapters, whereas 4:4 
connects very well with 3:1. On the basis of these considerations some critics 
suppose an interpolation of 3:2—4:3 (or 3:2—4:1, McNeile-Williams, J. Weiss, 
Earliest Christianity, 1959, I, 387; or 3:2—4:20, Goodspeed; or 3:1^—4:9, Fried¬ 
rich). Others find that the thanks for the gift of the Philippians (4:10-20) 
is also out of place at the end of the Epistle, especially in view of the long time 
required by 2:25 fi., and separate out this section as a previously existing thanks¬ 
giving epistle. Moreover, 3:2-4:3 presupposes no imprisonment of Paul (Born- 
kamm). As a result, we have the supposition, in slightly varying forms, that 
Philippians is composed of three Pauline epistles to Philippi, each following 
chronologically after the other: 4:10-20 / 1:1—3:1; 4:2-9, 21-23 / 3:2—4:1 
(Beare); 4:10-23/1:1-3:1; 4:4-7/3:2-4:3, 8 f. (Schmithals); 1:1-3:1; 4:4-7, 
21-23 / 3:2-4:3 / 4:10-20 (Bornkamm); 4:10-20 / 1:1-2:30; 4:21-23 / 3:1- 
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4:9 (Rahtjcn). Of these epistles, the first was written soon after the arrival of 
Epaphroditus, the second after his recovery, and the third later after the receipt 
of new reports (so also Koster, without exact demarcations). Miiller-Bardorff, 
however, regards the connection within the first two chapters also as intolerable, 
and constructs the three epistles in the following manner: 4:10-20 / 1:1-26; 
2:17 f.; 1:27-2:16; 4:1-3; 2:19-30; 3:1^; 4:4-7; 4:21-23 / 3:2-21; 4:8 f. 
Others quite generally regard the composition of Philippians out of several 
epistles as certain or probable (Riddle-Hutson, Wikenhauser, Benoit, in BdJ). 
As confirmation of this supposition, some refer to Polycarp’s remark about 
Paul: 09 Kal airiov vfilv cypaij/ev cttio-toAu?, ct? as iav h/KVirn^Te . . . , (Phil. 3:2). 
Hence Polycarp must still have known of several epistles of Paul to Philippi. 
As a motive for the combination of two or three epistles into one Epistle to the 
Philippians, the same motive is adduced as for the combination of the two 
Epistles to the Corinthians (see p. 204): The **most exceedingly prudent man,” 
in the interest of disseminating the Pauline epistles throughout the entire 
church, so joined together the writings to one congregation that they would 
become obligatory for the entire church (Schmithals, Miiller-Bardorff). Born- 
kamm would like to suppose another redactor than the one connected with 
Corinthians, who wanted to make the epistles to Philippi accessible to other 
churches. This entire argumentation, however, is not convincing (cf. on the 
other hand Guthrie, Mackay, Dclling, Michaelis, EinL, supplement). The new 
beginning in 3:2 is, of course, surprising, and we are not prepared for the 
sharpness of the warning in 3:2 ff., 18 f. But, on the one hand, 1:28 already 
contains a warning against avTLKeLjxevoi, and, on the other hand, Paul elsewhere 
also shows abrupt shifts in style (Rom. 16:17 ff.; I Thess. 2:15 f.; I Cor. 15:58). 
Further, the invective in 3:2 ff. is useful to Paul in connection with the resump¬ 
tion of the ethical admonition of 2:12 ff. in 3:15 f., and the resumption of the 
reference to his example in 1:30 in 3:17. The conjecture that 3:2-4:3 pre¬ 
supposes no imprisonment of Paul can be maintained only after the removal of 
the text from its context. And I confess that I cannot perceive why Paul could 
not wait to join his gratitude in 4:10 ff. to the loosely connected personal episto¬ 
lary conclusion in 4:2 ff., especially since 1:7 and 2:25 clearly allude already to 
help from the Philippians. But surely the discovery of strange features within 
the context of thought in chaps. 1 and 2 proves no secondary transpositions, and 
the question. Who was supposed to have undertaken such changes in a text 
which, according to Miiller-Bardorff, already was regarded as “Holy Scripture”? 
points to the decisive objection against all of these combination theories: They 
presuppose not only arbitrary combinations but at the least the excision of 
introductions and conclusions, and possibly even the composition of a connective 
sentence (3:1^) by the redactor (Beare, Miiller-Bardorff). How anyone could 
believe a “most exceedingly prudent man” capable of such arbitrariness is beyond 
comprehension, and “an also otherwise usual method” (Bornkamm) is by no 
means present (see p. 205). The remark of Polycarp is certainly striking. 
If here there is not simply an error, it is most likely to be made understandable 
as a false deduction from 3:1^. But in any case it does not prove that in our 
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Philippians several epistles are combined. Moreover, Mackay has correctly called 
our attention to the fact that definite motifs permeate all of the alleged separate 
pieces of the epistle, above all, the motif of joy (1:4, 18; 2:2, 17; 3:1; 4:1, 4, 
10) but also, e.g., the motifs of Paul’s contentment in any situation (1:21 flF.; 
4:12 f.) and his confidence in the church (1:9; 4:1, 18 f.). There is, therefore, 
no sufficient reason to doubt the original unity of the transmitted Philippians. 
And even if the very widespread, but by no means certain, supposition is correct 
that Paul in 2:6-11 took up an early Christian hymn (cf. R. Martin, An Early 
Christian Cotrfession, Phil. 2:5-11 in Recent Interpretation, I960; lit.), or a 
hymn of a companion (Beare), then Paul, through this adopted text, doubtless 
only gave expression to his own proclamation of Christ (cf., e.g., J. M. Furness, 
ExpTZO, 1958-59, 240 ff.). 

§21. The Epistle TO THE Colossians 

Commentaries, see pp. 389 f. Studies: Duncan, Schmid, Dodd, Johnson see on 
Phil.; H. J. Holtzmann, Kritik der Epheser- und Kolosserbriefe, 1872; M. Dibelius, 
Die Geisterwelt tin Glaubcn des Paiilus, 1909, 125 ffi; J. Knox, ‘Thilemon and the 
Authenticity of Colossians,** JR 18, 1938, 144 ff.; E. Percy, Die Probleine der Kolosser- 
und Epheserbriefe, Skrifter utgivna av Kungl. Humanistiska Vetensskapssamfundet i 
Lund XXXIX, 1946 (thereto E. Kasemann, Gn 21, 1949, 342 ff.); G. Bornkmamm, 
“Die Hiiresie des Kol.,** ThLZ 73, 1948, 11 ffi (= Das Ende des Gesetzes, BeTh 16, 
“1958, 139 ffi); P. N. Harrison, “Onesimus and Philemon,** AThR 32, 1950, 268 ffi; 
W. Bieder, Die kolossiscbe Irrlebre und die Kircbe von beute, ThSt 33, 19 52; 
J. CouTTS, “The Relationship of Ephesians and Colossians,** NTSt 4, 1957-5 8, 201 ff.; 
E. Kasemann, RGG III, 1959, 1727 f.; P. Benoit, DBS VII, 1961, 156 ffi (bibl.); 
G. Bornkamm, “Die Hoffnung im Kol.—Zugleich ein Beitrag zur Frage der Echtheit 
des Briefes,** Studien zuin NT und zur Patristik, Festsebr. E. Klostermann, TU 77, 
1962, 56 ffi 


1. Contents 

After the address (1:1 f.) follow thanks to God for the good condition of 
faith in the congregation founded by Epaphras (1:3-8) and intercession for 
the further growth of their knowledge (1:9-12). To that is attached, by 
means of a relative pronoun (09), a hymnic description of the significance of 
Christ: He is mediator of creation, reconciler of the world, head of the church 
(1:13-20). The Colossians also have experienced salvation in Christ (1:21-23). 
The imprisoned Apostle, as servant of the church, has the task of proclaiming 
the divine mystery, even to the Colossians, who are personally strange to him 
(1:24-2:5). Then he turns to them in their situation in which they arc espe¬ 
cially threatened by false doctrine (2:6-23): They should not allow themselves 
to be bhnded by a philosophy which would subject them to angelic powers, above 
whom Christ is highly exalted; in Christ dwells the fullness of the Godhead 
bodily; he is the head of all angelic and spiritual powers; dependence upon 
Christ sets one free from ties to the world .elements, and tolerates no ascetic, 
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ritualistic piety. After this polemic follows the ethical paraenesis (3:1-4:6), 
first of all, in principle (3:1-4), then in individual admonitions placed in rela¬ 
tion to Christ (3:5-17), and finally in an address to the particular classes 
within the congregation: wives, husbands, children, fathers, slaves, and masters 
(^‘Haustafel,** or table of household duties; 3:18—4:1), ending in exhortation to 
prayer, also for the Apostle (4:2-4), and to wise conduct toward non-Christians 
(4:5 f.). Tlien follows the actual correspondence: recommendation of Tychicus, 
the bearer of the letter, who is accompanied by Onesimus, a Christian from 
Colossae (4:7-9); greetings and instructions (4:10-17); greeting and benedic¬ 
tion with Paul’s own hand (4:18). 


2. The Origin of the Church 

The Phrygian city of Colossae, on the upper Lycus, a tributary of the 
Meander, situated on the great highway from Ephesus to the East, was at the 
time of Paul an insignificant market town, in contrast to the larger and more 
lively neighboring cities of Elierapolis and Laodicea. In these three places lying 
close together there existed, according to Colossians, Christian congregations 
with close connections to one another (4:13, 15 f.). Paul did not found the 
church at Colossae, nor had he visited it before writing Colossians (2:1; cf. 
1:4, 7 ff.). On his journeys through Phrygia (Acts 16:6; 18:23), the Apostle 
probably did not touch the southwestern part of the territory in which Colossae 
lay. The church, like those at Laodicea and Hierapolis (4:13), was founded by 
the Colossian, Epaphras (1:7; 4:12). Tliat Epaphras worked in Colossae under 
commission of Paul probably follows from 1:7 (reading virep i)[xojv), and in 
any case Paul regarded the churches as belonging to his missionary territory in 
the province of Asia, and recognized Epaphras as a **faithful minister of Christ 
on our behalf,” who rightly preached **thc word of the truth, the gospel” 
(1:5 ff.; 2:6). 

The size of the congregation, of which two household churches are men¬ 
tioned (Col. 4:15, 17; cf. Phlm. 2), cannot be discerned from the Epistle. It 
probably consisted predominantly of Gentile Christians (2:13^; 1:21, 27). A 
Jewish-Christian admixture in the church, which was thoroughly possible in 
regions with numerous Jews, nowhere stands out. Paul writes the Epistle as a 
prisoner (4:3, 10, 18; 1:24). Scattered remarks about Epaphras inform us 
that he was a fellow prisoner of Paul (Phlm. 23); he told the Apostle of the 
congregation’s love (Col. 1:8); and greets the congregation (Col. 4:12). On 
the basis of these statements it is well to infer that he had sought Paul because 
of the situation in Colossae and had willingly shared his imprisonment. Under 
the impression of his report, Paul wrote Colossians. Tychicus delivered the 
Epistle, while Epaphras remained with Paul (4:7 f., 12 f.). ^Eiracj^pd^ is the short¬ 
ened form of the very widespread name ’ETrac^poSixo?. The identity of the Epa¬ 
phras of Colossians and Philemon with the Epaphroditus of Philippians is not 
even to be considered. 
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3. Occasion of the Epistle 

The Christians at Colossae were threatened with danger from false teachers 
who had appeared among them. Yet they had no success (2:4, 8, 20; on 
Soy/xartfeo-^e 2:20 = you are burdened with regulations; cf. Masson, ad loc.); 
Paul is full of gratitude for the Christian condition of the Colossians, full of 
joy over the order in their ranks and over the firmness of their faith in Christ 
(1:3 ff.; 2:5). However, he regards as necessary the perfecting and establishing 
of the congregation’s Christian knowledge (1:9 fF.; 2:6 f.). The false teachers 
demand observance of festivals, new moon, and sabbath (2:16), and they 
prescribe regulations for food (2:16, 21), whose observance in strict asceticism 
(2:20 ff.) is supposed to serve to mortify the flesh (2:23). That the characteri¬ 
zation of baptism as a **circumcision made without hands” (2:11) refers to 
the heretics’ demand for circumcision is improbable. If already the ascetic bent 
in these ethical precepts, which is expounded in spiritual pride (2:18), seems to 
be Gnostic, so especially docs the religious, cultic doctrine of angels, which the 
false teachers advocate. They demand a **worship of angels” (OprjaKeLa twi/ 
ayyekiDV 2:18), of “the elemental spirits of the universe” (ra cTTOixcla tov 
KoafjLov 2:8; cf. Gal. 4:9), of spiritual beings, who fill the world and have power 
over men, and perhaps also of powers of the stars (2:16; Bornkamm). Asceticism 
and the cult "in humility” (2:18, 23) plainly are supposed to make one ripe for 
direct encounter with the angelic powers, which takes place in visions (2:18). 
Paul condemns the ritualistic commands of the false teachers, because they make 
things into chief things, which are only "a shadow of what is to come” (2:17 f.) 
and therefore arc of no consequence religiously. /Tlie Gnostic secret wisdom, 
with the Gnostic concept of "philosophy” characterized as a doctrine of revela¬ 
tion, is, in Paul’s eyes, only apparent wisdom, in truth, "empty deceit, accord¬ 
ing to human tradition”^(2:8, 22 f.). The "cult devised according to the fancy 
of the devotees,” "humility,” and "mortification of the flesh” (2:23) derive 
from a sensuous mind and a foolish imagination (2:18, 22 f.). Perhaps 
this worship of angels had the form of the mysteries (cf. e/x/^arevW 2:18; 
ide\o0p7j(TKLa 2:23; and the characterization of Christ as pvaTi^piov 2:2), but 
was, in any case, connected with the Christian faith. With the false doctrine of 
the false teachers, Paul contrasts the true: Christ is the origin and the head 
of all things, of all living creatures, even of all angelic beings, the bringer of 
reconciliation for them as well as for men; his cross is the victory over spiritual 
powers; in him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily; in him the entire 
world has all fullness of being, of salvation, of wisdom, and of knowledge. 

Concerning the nature of the Colossian heresy, views formerly varied widely 
(cf. H. J. Holtzmann, 250). Today there are hardly any differences in 

basic opinion. Paul, with obvious correctness, sees in the heretical teaching 
Gnosticism, secret wisdom of a syncretistic sort (2:8, 18), which combines 
ascetic, ritualistic worship of the elements with Jewish ritualism and Jewish 
speculation about angels. Influences of specific Gentile, Oriental cults cannot 
with certainty be demonstrated. Also, a connection with the dualistic Torah 
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piety of the sect of Qumran is hardly provable (against W. D. Davies, in; 
The Scrolls and the NT, ed. K. Stendahl, 1957, 166 ff.). It is nothing unusual 
for that period that Judaism or Jewish Christianity and Gnosticism should meet 
one another, especially since Phrygia was a soil well-suited for such an encounter 
(for details, cf. Bornkamm, Dibelius-Greeven on 2:8, 23, Guthrie, 162 flF.). 

Thus, according to all probability, the Colossian heresy represented a form 
of Jewish Gnosticism combined with Christianity. The preference for the term 
*Tragnosis” (Meinertz, Cerfaux in Robert-Feuillet) is only a terminological 
difference. On the other hand, the denial of an angelic cult by Percy, Bieder, 
Masson, and Klijn is untenable. Because the Colossian false teachers doubted the 
conquest of the spiritual world by Christ and therefore sought to win the good 
favor of these powers, Paul accents Christ’s cosmic role and his victory over 
the spiritual powers (1:15-17, 19; 2:9 f., 15). 

4. Authenticity and Integrity 

For the history of the problem see Percy, 5 ff. The Pauline origin of Colos- 
sians was first denied by Mayerhoff (1838), who found in the Epistle depen¬ 
dence upon Ephesians, un-Pauline thoughts, and opposition to Cerinthus. Its 
authenticity was then refuted by F. C. Baur and his pupils, who traced the 
Epistle back to Gnostic circles of the second century. Holtzmann supposed a 
shorter authentic Colossians, which the author of Ephesians revised according 
to an anti-Gnostic purpose, in order to have the canonical Colossians thus pro¬ 
duced issued as a counterpart to Ephesians. Interpolations in a genuine Pauline 
epistle without thorough rewriting was conjectured also by J. Weiss, Earliest 
Christianity, I, 150 f., Harrison, J. Knox, Jesits, Lord and Christ, 1958, 158, 
note 20. And Masson, independently of Holtzmann, arrived at a similar hy¬ 
pothesis: An authentic Pauline epistle (1:1-4, 7 f.; 2:6, 8 f., \2a, 16, 20 f.; 
3:3 f., 12, Ua, 18-22a, 25; 4:1-3^/, b, 5-8^7, 9-12^7, 14 [15], 17 f.) was inter¬ 
polated by the author of Ephesians. After the recognition of the Pauline origin 
of Colossians had widely prevailed in recent decades because of the works of 
Dibelius, Lohmeyer, and Percy, lately doubt has been established again more 
than once (Bultmann, Theology of the NT, II, 175 ff., Kiisemann, Born¬ 
kamm, E. Schweizer, ThLZ 86, 1961, 246 ff., E. Fuchs, Die Ereiheit des Glau- 
bens, BeTh 14, 1949, 30, H. J. Schoeps, Paid, 1961, 51, K.-G. Eckart, "Exegeti- 
sche Beobachtungen zu Kol. 1:9-20,” Thv 7, 1960, 95 ff.; the question remains 
open for Beare). 

1) Language and style, 2) theology (especially the Christology of the Epis¬ 
tle), and 3) its relation to Ephesians give reason for painstaking examination of 
the authenticity of Colossians. 

V. 1. Certainly in vocabulary and sentence structure Colossians has much that 
is peculiar. Besides thirty-three actual hapax legomena, Holtzmann also found 
fifteen words which appear elsewhere in the NT but not in Paul. Moreover, there 
occurs the heaping of synonyms (as, **praying and asking, in all spiritual wis¬ 
dom and understanding” [1:9], “holy and blameless and irreproachable” [1: 
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22]) and genitival connectives (as, irav ttAouto? 7r\rjpo(f>opla^ rij^ ovyeaeoj^ 
[2:2], TTLCTTem rr;? ivepycla^ tov Oeov [2:12]; cf. Percy, 20 f., 26 f.). The 
style is cumbersome, verbose, and surfeited to opacity with subordinate clauses, 
participial and infinitive constructions or substantives with iv (e.g., 1:9-20 [one 
^sentence!]; 2:9-15). Several noted Pauline concepts are missing, as righteousness, 
justification, law, salvation, revelation. But in part the different linguistic man¬ 
ner is explained by a more considerable use of liturgical, hymnic style, in which 
prayers and thanksgivings are also couched in epistles recognized as Pauline 
(Percy, 38); in part by the polemical purpose of the Epistle: The peculiarities 
of language and manner of expression are found most extensively in the sections 
of Colossians in which Paul polemizes against the new heresy or, with a glance 
at it, develops his own thought in hymnic form (1:10-20; 2:16-23). And 
the absence of well-known Pauline concepts proves nothing, because analogous 
observations can also be made about other Pauline epistles (cf. Lohmeyer, 12 f.). 
Also the lack in Colossians of the address otherwise met in all Pauline epistles, 
a8cA<^ot or dSeAt^e (see E. Schweizer, ZNW 47, 1956, 287) hardly proves any¬ 
thing, because Paul does not always use this address throughout long texts (Rom. 
1:14-6:23; II Cor. 1:1-7:16). 

On the other hand, Colossians shows clear stylistic peculiarities of Paul: 
Pleonastic Kai after 8ta tovto (1:9) is found in the NT only in Paul (I Thess. 
2:13; 3:5; Rom. 13:6; cf. also Rom. 9:24 [and Eph. 1:15 borrowing from 
Col. 1:9]); oi dytot avTov in NT only in Col. 1:26; I Thess. 3:13; II Thess. 1:10; 
XapL^edOaL = forgive, 2:13; 3:13; otherwise in NT only in II Cor. 2:7, 10; 12:13 
(and Eph. 4:32 = Col. 3:13); ev fxepuy 2:16 = “with regard to” in NT other¬ 
wise only in II Cor. 3:10; 9:3; Col. 1:10, ttclv cpyov dya^dv, is found only in 
Paul in II Cor. 9:8; II Thess. 2:17 (likewise the singular epyov ayaOov alone 
in Rom. 2:7; 13:3; Phil. 1:6); on the other hand, the plural cpya ayaOd is found 
only in Eph. 2:10; I Tim. 2:10; Acts 9:36 in the NT. 

The language and style of Colossians, therefore, give no cause to doubt the 
Pauline origin of the Epistle. 

2. That Colossians presents a front against Gnostics could make us suspicious 
of its authenticity so long as we knew Gnosticism only as a phenomenon of 
church history embodied in the Gnostic systems of the second century. Today 
we know that there were Gnostic, syncretistic groups and propaganda already 
at the time of Paul (see §17, 3), and that Gnosticism was a pre-Christian move¬ 
ment (cf. the surveys in S. Schulz, ThRdsch, N.F. 26, 1960, 330 ff.; E. Plaen- 
chen, RGG 3 II, 1958, 1652 ff.), so that the Jewish-Christian Gnosticism at¬ 
tacked in Colossians was altogether possible at the time of Paul.^But does not 
the manner in which Colossians resists this heresy, this “anti-Ghostic Gnosti¬ 
cism” (Albertz), point to an author other than Paul? In particular, critics have 
referred to the cosmic character of the Christology (1:16-19; 2:9 f., 19), 
and to the conception of Christ as “the head of the body, the church” (1:18; 
cf. 2:19), but also in general to the doctrinarianism and moralism, the relaxation 
of theological argumentation, and the conception of salvation as something 
realized here and now. And some students have also souglit to show that in 1: 
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15-20 a pre-Christian or Hellcnistic-Christian hymn was taken up, which the 
author of the Epistle Paulinized, whereby he stretched the Pauline Christology 
cosmically, and at the same time reshaped the cosmic statements of the hymn 
in an ecclesiastical directioi^^n so far as these critical objections are concrete 
and tangible, their probative power is dependent upon agreement in respect to 
the stylistic analysis and derivation of the hymn in 1:15-20, upon the history- 
of-religions judgment concerning the relation of the Kc<^aA^-conception to the 
concept of the church in the undisputed Pauline epistles, and upon the under¬ 
standing of cAttis in Colossians. 

Now it is certainly not to be denied that 1:15-20 bears a hymnic character, 
but the numerous reconstructions proposed since Lohmeyer’s analysis (to the 
literature cited by J. M. Robinson, JBL 76, 1957, 270 f., notes 5-7, should be 
added, in addition to Robinson, above all E. Schweizer, ThLZ 86, 1961, 241 ff.; 
E. Bammel, ZNW 52, 1961, 88 ff., H. Hegermann, Die Vorstelhing vom 
Schdpfungsniittler im hellenhthchcn JudenUivi und JJrchristenhimy TU 82, 
1961, 88 ff.) have hardly led to a fully convincing result, since the presup¬ 
position is thoroughly unproved that a hymn constructed according to a strict 
scheme was used, and that, therefore, every sentence fragment exceeding that 
scheme must derive from the author of Colossians. The pre-Christian origin of 
the inferred hymn (so Kasemann, Essays on New Testawent Themesy 1964, 
149 ff., Bultmann, U. Wilckens, Weisheit nnd Torheity BhTh 26, 1959, 200 f., 
Eckart) is, in view of ttp^totokos Ik tojv veKpuv (1:18), as good as excluded. 
Moreover, since the supposition of an insertion of the interpretation T 7 j<; iKK\Yj(TLa^ 
(1:18) or of l:18r is demonstrable only from the certainly doubtful presup¬ 
position of a strict scheme, the widespread supposition that a pre-Pauline hymn 
was taken up (lately, Schweizer, Bammel, Hegermann, J. Jervell, Imago Dei, 
FRLANT, N.F. 58, 1960, 198 ff.) is by no means proved. Rather, it is com¬ 
pletely possible that the author of Colossians himself formed this hymn on the 
basis of traditional material (thus C. Maurer, Wort nnd Dicfist, N.F. 4, 195 5, 
79 ff., Moule). If this supposition proves correct, then the contention that in 
the manner of the postapostolic age the apostolic office in Col. 1:21 ff. is placed 
side by side with the church confession in 1:12-20 (Kasemann) proves to be 
just as unfounded as the assertion that the author of Colossians, like the author 
of Ephesians, transformed the cosmic statement of the hymn into an ecclesiastical 
statement (Schweizer). Rather, the author places in antithesis to the teaching 
of the false teachers the mediator of creation, whose role comprehends the 
cosmos, as well as the Christ, who through death and resurrection conquered the 
cosmic powers (1:15-17, 20a; 2:10, 15), and who comprises within himself 
the church as his body (1:18, 19, 224; 2:19). But the cosmic Christology 
appearing therein had its beginnings in the recognized Pauline epistles (I Cor. 
2:8; 8:6; II Cor. 4:4; Gal. 4:3, 9; Phil. 2:10), a fact to which Dibclius already 
called attention. 

The idea of Christ as the **head of the body, the church” (1:18; 2:19), which 
is new in respect to the recognized Pauline epistles, is not striking within the 
framework of the Pauline ecclesiology, if we observe that Paul even in the 


^21. The Epistle to the Colossians 


243 


recognized epistles (in addition to the comparison of the church with a aiofia 
Rom. 12:4 f.; I Cor. 12:12, 14 ff.; cf. also Col. 3:15) knows the conception of 
the identity of the i^KXyaLa as the **body of Christ” with Christ himself (I 
Cor. 1:13; 12:12r, 13; Gal. 3:28), and that thereby the conception of Christ as 
the *‘makroanthropos” is given, wherever we might derive this conception. 
Viewed in this light, Kc^aA^, as the controlling reality in the **body” (2:19), 
is a natural, precise statement which is not out of line with the idea of the 
body in the recognized epistles (cf. E. Best, Oue Body in Christ, 1955, 115 fif.). 

Bornkamm contends that in Col. 1:5, 23, 27 *‘hope” is no longer understood 
in the sense of ‘‘historical” eschatology, and also that IXirU (1:5), in the sense 
of “the possession of hope,” is unusual in Paul. Indeed, in Col. 1:26 f., he de¬ 
tects a “Gnostic, spherical thought.” But against Bornkamm we must say that 
IXirU in Rom. 8:24 is found in the sense of “possession of hope,” that the 
thought of the mystery concealed since eternity and now revealed corresponds 
to I Cor. 2:7 and Rom. 3:21 (loii' Se 1:26 is by no means a “stereotype”!), and 
that neither 1:26 nor 3:4 is a spherical conception, but rather a genuine eschato¬ 
logical tension as in Paul. 

If the differences in content between Colossians and the recognized Pauline 
epistles can accordingly be thoroughly understood in relation to the anti-Gnostic 
polemic of the Epistle (so also H. Chadwick, NTSt 1, 1954-5 5, 270 ff.), then 
several facts which are also in the realm of content give positive support to 
the supposition of the Pauline origin of the Epistle, a) The relation of the writer 
to the readers presupposed in Colossians corresponds in several points to that of 
Philemon: In both Epistles Epaphras, Aristarchus, Mark, Luke, and Demas send 
greetings (Col. 4:10 ff.; Phlm. 23 f.); in both Epistles there is talk of sending 
Onesimus (Col. 4:9; Phlm. 12), and Archippus is addressed (Col. 4:17; Phlm. 
2). Since these agreements are not found in the same contexts and formulations, 
the thesis that the non-Pauline author of Ephesians imitated the indubitably 
Pauline Philemon only in respect to these personal remarks is not convincing. 
h) The “Haustafel” (Col. 3:18-4:1) reveals a strikingly slight Christianization, 
especially as compared with Eph. 5:22—6:9. That is basically less easy to under¬ 
stand on the part of a post-Pauline author of Colossians than on the part of 
Paul himself (cf. Dibelius-Greeven on Col. 3:18-4:1).^^^ The use of the for¬ 
mulas eV XpL(TTip and iv KvpUp in Colossians corresponds completely with Pauline 
usage, in contrast with Ephesians (see F. Neugebauer, ht Christus, 1961, 175 ff.). 

J. Knox has suggested that this Epistle, which is also designated for Laodicea 
^(4:16rt), was probably sent to the smaller city of Colossae because Onesimus’ 
home was in Colossae and Pauly'sought contact with the church in which the 
master of Onesimus lived, to whom the Epistle to Philemon carries such a great 
petitio^ A pseudo-writer would hardly have thought of addressing it to Colossae 
instead of to Laodicea. And besides that the disproportionate attention to master- 
slave relations (3:22-25) is best explained if the matter of the slave Onesimus 
was <0 be settled at about the same time. Even if not all of these arguments 
are forceful in the same way, together they strengthen the supposition of the 
Pauline origin of Colossians. 
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^ The supposition of a revision of Colossians by the author of Ephesians 
(see p. 240) is based upon the doubtless close relationship of Colossians with 
Ephesians. But the arguments lately brought forth by Masson for the dependence 
of the greater part of Colossians upon Ephesians are in no wise convincing, for, 
on the one hand, the Pauline origin of the very short epistle which is separated 
out as original can be established only negatively by means of the lack of 
parallels with Ephesians, entirely apart from the improbability of such a re¬ 
vision, and because, on the other hand, the gradient of the development of 
thought clearly proceeds from Colossians to Ephesians and not vice versa (see 
§2}y 3). Jiilicher correctly stated that ‘*the suspicion of such interpolations and 
revisions would never have been raised against Colossians, which pursues its 
course like a quiet stream without inconcinnities and without lacunae, if we 
had not also had Ephesians” (cf. on Masson also W. Bieder, ThZ 8, 1952, 139 ff.). 
Coutts’s supposition that Colossians as a whole is dependent upon Ephesians rests 
upon the unprovable presuppositions that the smoother wording of Ephesians 
in contrast to the difficulties of Colossians is primary and that every parallel 
in wording with disconnected passages of the other Epistle must be explained 
as literary dependence. 

Colossians, which probably was used already by Justin {Dial. 85, 2; 138, 2), 
and which stood also in Marcion’s canon, is accordingly to be regarded as 
doubtless Pauline. 


5. Place and Time of Composition 

Paul is in prison (4:3, 10, 18). In Ephesus, Caesarea, or Rome (see §20)? 

Ephesus, to which also the Marcionite prologue to Colossians (but not to 
Philemon!) points: ‘‘Therefore the Apostle already in bonds writes to them from 
Ephesus” [ergo apostolus iam ligatus scribit eis ab Epheso] (cf. Preuschen, 
Analecta, 87), has recently been advocated by Appel, Michaelis, Duncan, Mas¬ 
son, Harrison, Riddle-Hutson, etc. It is natural to think the Epistle was written 
in the capital city of the province Asia, to which also the cities in the Lycus 
valley belonged, where Epaphras had the shortest route to Paul, and where the 
Apostle might be surrounded by a large number of helpers in the missionary 
work, as 4:1 Off. presupposes. PauPs request to prepare a guest room (Phlm. 
22), which was written in the same place and at about the same time, is also 
well-suited to Ephesus, which is not far from Colossae. Several factors, however, 
stand in the way of the Ephesian hypothesis. In the list of names we find Luke 
and Mark. Luke, in any case, was not then with Paul in Ephesus, if the “we” 
of Acts is supposed to indicate his participation in the events reported (see ^9, 
4), and we know that Mark did not take part in PauPs so-called second mis¬ 
sionary journey (Acts 15:37-39). And even if we cannot demonstrate a de¬ 
velopment of the Pauline style and thought, the peculiarities of style and of 
thought of Colossians do not speak directly for a chronological nearness to Gala¬ 
tians, I II Corinthians, entirely apart from the assumption of a Pauline im¬ 
prisonment in Ephesus (see ^20, 4). Therefore, some place the Epistle in 
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Caesarea (Goguel, Lohmeyer, de Zwaan, Dibelius, Johnson). That Aristarchus 
shares Paul’s imprisonment (4:10) is consistent with Acts 20:4 and 24:3, and 
Luke is suited as well to Caesarea as to Rome. To which place the escaped 
slave Onesimus could most easily have turned is an unanswerable question. Paul’s 
plea for quarters (Phlm. 22) is then possible in Caesarea, if Paul does not yet 
have to reckon with the necessity of appealing to the emperor. The only con¬ 
sideration weighing against Caesarea is that such a small city was hardly the 
place for the missionary work of the many companions of Paul, among whom 
were only a few Jewish Christians (4:11). Thus to this day the early view (John 
^Chrysostom) that Colossians stems ^rom Rome has prevailed overw helmii^ly. 

The imprisonment in Rome, with its **custodia libera” (Acts 28:16, 30 L), 
made it possible for the Apostle to do his own preaching and to have active 
association with an imposing staff of coworkers corresponding to the great city. 
His joy over the victorious march of the gospel through the entire world 
(1:6, 23) also suits Rome well. Epaphras’ visit with Paul is certainly more diffi¬ 
cult to conceive in Rome than in Caesarea, and Paul’s plea for quarters (Phlm. 
22) presupposes the abandonment of Paul’s Spanish plans (cf. the corresponding 
difficulty in connection with the supposition of the Roman composition of 
Philippians, pp. 230 f.). Thus various factors support the composition of Colos- 
sians in Caesarea, but composition in Rome is also not excluded. The time of 
composition would then be either 56/58 or 58/60. 

522. The Epistle to Philemon 

Commentaries, see p. 390. Studies: see J. Knox and P. N. Harrison on Col.; 
further J. Knox, Vhilemon among the Letters of Paul (1935) ^1959; Th. Preiss, 
**Vie en Christ et cthique sociale dans I’Epitre a Philemon,” in La vie en Christ, 1951, 
65 ff.; *‘Life in Christ and Social Ethics in the Epistle to Philemon” (tr. Harold 
Knight), Life in Christ, 1954, 32-42; H. Greeven, *Trufung der Thesen von J. Knox 
zum Phlm.,” ThLZ 79, 1954, 373 If.; U. Wickert, ”Der Philemonbrief—Privatbrief 
oder Apostolisches Schreiben?” ZNW 52, 1961, 230 ff. 


1. Contents 

Address (1-3). Gratitude to Philemon for his love and his faith (4-7). Plea 
to Philemon to pardon his slave Onesimus, who ran away from him and in the 
meantime was converted to Christianity, and to receive him as a Christian 
brother and helper of Paul, who himself hopes to come to Philemon as guest 
(8-22). Greetings (23 f.) and benediction (25). 


2. Occasion, Time, and Place 

Philemon is an epistle to a particular person, to Philemon, a wealthy Chris¬ 
tian, presumably personally unknown to Paul (5; cf. Col. 1:4). His slave, 
Onesimus, escaped (15 f.), it seems, after a theft (18). Philemon lives with 
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his sister Apphia and with Archippus (who often are designated without ade¬ 
quate reason as wife and son of Philemon), and his household church (2), evi¬ 
dently in Colossae, for Onesimus originates from there (Col. 4:9—**who is one 
of yourselves”). Archippus, mentioned in addition to Philemon (Phlm, 2), 
is also to be sought in Colossae, according to Col. 4:17. The runaway Onesimus 
met with the imprisoned Paul, for unknown reasons (Had he become acquainted 
with Paul in connection with Philemon, or was he accidentally brought to the 
same prison?). Onesimus was converted by Paul (10), and entered into close 
personal relations with him (12 f., 16 f.). The Apostle would have preferred 
most of all to keep Onesimus with him in the service of the gospel, but, recog¬ 
nizing the legal claim which Philemon had upon his slave, he sent him back to 
his master. The Epistle pleads for the fugitive, who otherwise would have had 
to look forward to severe punishment. Paul does not command, though he could 
have on the basis of his apostolic authority (8 f., 14, 21; cf. Wickert, who cor¬ 
rectly with Lohmeyer, Moule, and Preiss also takes Trpeo-jSvTrjf; [9] in the sense of 
"ambassador”). That Paul in his hope that Philemon "will do even more than 
I say” (21) expects the release of Onesimus (Knox) is improbable (cf. Preiss). 
It is clear only that Paul requests the restoration of Onesimus to the household 
of his master Philemon (17). The thesis advocated by Knox (with partial 
agreement from Greeven and W. Schmauch, EKL III, 183) that the master of 
Onesimus was Archippus, who was admonished to free Onesimus (Col. 4:17), 
and that the epistle "from Laodicea” (Col. 4:16) was the Epistle to Philemon, 
shatters on the natural exegesis of Phlm. 1, 2 and Col. 4:17, as well as upon the 
fact that Marcion knew both an epistle to Philemon and an epistle to Laodicea 
(against Knox, Guthrie, and Moule). The conjecture advanced by Goodspeed, 
Knox, Harrison, and Moule that Onesimus was identical with the bishop of 
Ephesus mentioned by Ignatius (Eph. 1:3; 2:1; 6:1), is a mere possibility. 

Since Onesimus returned to Colossae with Tychicus, the bearer of Colossians 
(Col. 4:7 ff.), and since among the associates of Paul according to Philemon 
and Colossians the same persons are named (see above, p. 243), Philemon is 
to be dated like Colossians (see above, p. 245). 

3. Authenticity 

Only "tendency criticism” could doubt the authenticity of this Epistle, which 
already stood in Marcion’s canon (e.g., F. C. Baur and still C. \Vcizsackcr, The 
Apostolical Age, 1897, ii, 383). This Epistle, which of all the Pauline epistles 
stands the closest to the ancient private letter, has in its personal character the 
marks of uninvcntable lifelikeness. In Philemon we have a practical illustration 
of PauPs views on slavery as expressed in I Cor. 7:20 ff. and Col. 3:22 ff. Paul 
did not shake the social and legal orders. In Philemon there is no word about 
freeing Onesimus. But Paul knew that the Christian faith binds men together 
as brothers across the barriers of class. Just as he expected the runaway slave to 
return to his master, so also he expected the master to extend a forgiving recep¬ 
tion to the "beloved brother” (16). 


§23. The Epistle to the Ephesians 
§23. The Epistle to the Ephesians 
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Commentaries, sec p. 389. Studies: Holtzmann, Percy, Coutts see to Col.; 
further A. Harnack, D/e Adresse des Epb. des Pauhis, SB A 1910, 696 ff.; J. Schmid, 
Der Epb. des Apostels PauluSy BSt 22, 3-4, 1928 (lit.); E. J. Goodspeed, Tbe Meaning 
of Epbesians, 1933; W. Ochel, Die Annabme einer Eearheitung des Kol. im Epb. in 
einer Analyse des Epb. u/itersncbt, Diss. phil. Marburg, 1934; M. Goguel, **Esquisse 
d’une solution nouvelle du probleme de I’epitre aux Ephesiens,’* RHR 111, 1935, 254 ff.; 
112, 1936, 73 ff.; P. Benoit, ‘‘L’horizon Paulinien de I’Epitre aux Ephesiens,” RB 
46, 1937, 342 ff. 506 ff. (= Excgese et thcologie II, 1961, 53 ff.); N. A. Dahl, 
**Adrcssc und Proocmium dcs Eph.,” ThZ 7, 1951, 24 ff.; C. L. Mitton, Tbe Epistle 
to tbe Epbesiansy 1951; C. Maurer, **Dcr Hymnus von Eph. 1 als Schliisscl zum 
ganzen Brief,” EvTh 11, 1951-52, 1 51 ff.; W. Nauck, **Eph. 2:19-22 ein Tauflied?” 
EvTh 13, 1953, 362 ff.; G. Schille, ”Liturgischcs Gut im Eph.,” ThLZ 80, 183 (Diss. 
Gottingen); F. Cornelius, “Die gcschichtlichc Stcllung dcs Eph.,” ZRGG 7, 195 5, 
74 ff.; Studies in Ephesians, edited by F. L. Cross, 19 5 6; J. Coutts, ‘’Ephesians 1:3-14 
and I Peter 1:3-12,” NTSt 3, 195 6-57, 115 ff.; E. J. Goodspeed, Tbe Key to Ephesians, 
1956; J. A. Allan, “The ‘In Christ’ Formula in Ephesians,” NTSt 5, 1958-59, 54 ff.; 
E. Kasemann, RGG ® II, 1958, 517 ff.; H. J. Cadbury, ‘‘The Dilemma of Ephe¬ 
sians,” NTSt 5, 1958-59, 91 ff.; H. Schlier, LThK III, 1959, 916 ff.; L. Cerfaux, 
‘‘En faveur de I’authenticite dcs Epitres de la Captivitc,” Littcrature ct thcologie 
Pauliniennes, RechB V, 1960, 60 ff.; H. Chadwick, ‘‘Die Absicht dcs Eph.,” ZNW 
51, 1960, 145 ff.; K. G. Kuhn, ‘‘Der Eph. im Lichte der Qumrantextc,” NTSt 7, 
1960-61, 334 ff.; P. Benoit, DBS VII, 1961, 195 ff. (bibl.); P. Pokorny, ‘‘Eph. und 
gnostische Mysterien,” ZNW 53, 1962, 160 ff. 

1. Contents 

Apart from the address and conclusion, the Epistle falls into two parts: 
1:3-3:21 treats the mystery of the call of the Gentiles within the framework 
of the introductory intercession, and 4:1-6:20 at once attaches admonitions to 
it (thus the usual core of a Pauline epistle is omitted; I Thessalonians is of 
similar form). After the address (1:1 f.), follows a hymnic praise of God 
(1:3-14), who has drawn **us” and **you” (probably author and readers) into 
his cosmic plan of salvation. Joined to that is the gratitude which is character¬ 
istic of the epistolary introduction, with intercession for the readers that they 
may have right knowledge of the world-wide salvation given us in Christ 
(1:15-23). As former heathen, the readers were once lost as were *‘we” (prob¬ 
ably the Jewish Christians), but all have been saved through Christ (2:1-10). 
Hence the readers are to meditate upon the removal of the separation of Israel 
and the Gentiles through the reconciling act of Christ (2:11-22). The apparent 
resumption of the petition in 3:1 leads to the description of the office with 
which Paul has been commissioned, the office of the calling of the Gentiles 
(3:2-13). 3:14-19 brings the petition for the complete insight of the readers 
into the breadth of the mystery of Christ to an end, so that a doxology (3:20 f.) 
can conclude the epistolary introduction. 

The paraenesis begins with a summons to unity in faith and love in connec- 
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tion with all the wealth of gifts of grace effective in the church (4:1-16), 
and then urgently warns the readers to renounce the heathen manner of living 
(4:17-24), and to test the Christian manner of living in all areas (4:25-5:21) 
and in all ranks (5:22-6:9) (‘*Haustafel,” treated extensively, especially 
5:22 ff.: marriage as the image of the relation between Christ and the church). 
In conclusion the readers are exhorted to put on the armor of God, to fight 
against the devil and the spiritual powers of darkness, and to pray for all the 
saints and the imprisoned Apostle (6:10-20). With a recommendation of 
Tychicus, the bearer of the Epistle (6:21 f.), and with benedictions (6:23 f.), 
the Epistle closes. 


2. The Literary Problem 

This Epistle, according to the superscription IIpo? (so all manu¬ 

scripts since the end of the second century), and according to the text in 1:1 
in the great majority of the manuscripts since the end of the fourth century 
(Schmid, 66 f.), was sent by the apostle Paul to the congregation in Ephesus. 
Compared with the other Pauline epistles, this Epistle is striking because of the 
almost complete lack of concrete details. To be sure, the imprisonment of Paul 
is mentioned (3:1; 4:1; 6:20; cf. 3:13), but the author seems to have no kind 
of contacts with the readers: He has heard of the faith and the love of the 
readers (1:15), and addresses them as Gentile Christians (2:1 ff., 11 ff.; 3:1 f.; 
4:17) who are in danger of losing their ties to Jewish Christianity (2:11 ff.; 
Kiisemann), but he does not enter into the concrete problems of the congre¬ 
gation. All personal greetings are also omitted, a feature which has a parallel 
only in the polemical Epistle to the Galatians. Conversely, the author must first 
introduce himself as the missionary to the Gentiles commissioned by God 
(3:2 ff.) and can allude to the preaching which the congregation has heard as 
something strange to him (4:21). 

Since Paul worked more than two years in Ephesus, and the Epistle, by reason 
of its contents, could in no case have been written before this time, it is incon¬ 
ceivable that Paul wrote it to the Christian community in Ephesus. But the 
earlier text of Ephesians by no means presupposes that. For to whom the Epistle 
is directed can be determined with certainty neither from the superscription 
(11/309 *E(/)ccrtovs) nor from the address (1:1). The superscription first originated 
at the time of the collection of the Pauline epistles, and therefore repeats only 
an early Christian opinion about the addressees, which was taken over by the 
earliest codices since And in the text of 1:1 the words iv ’E</>eo'w are not 
original. 

B, Codex 1739 (which goes back to a very early "Vorlage”; see p. 368), 
and the corrector of minuscle 424, who used a very good text, do not offer these 
two words. Origen did not find them in his text (J. A. F. Gregg, JThSt 3, 1902, 
23 5). the earliest manuscript of the Pauline epistles (beginning of the 

third century), reads rot? dytot? ovo-lu Kal ttio-toi?. Already Marcion (c. 140) 
did not read "in Ephesus*’ in the text of Eph. 1:1, as is shown by Tertullian’s 
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polemic against Marcion (Adv, Marc, 5:11, 17), for it seems that Tertullian 
and Marcion read the same text. According to Tertullian, Marcion undertook 
an interpolation in the **titulus” of the Epistle. By the **titulus” Tertullian 
means not the address (1:1 f.) but the superscription, for he speaks of the 
Epistle, *Vhich we have with the superscription to Ephesus” [**ad Ephesios prae- 
scriptam habemus”], the heretics (i.e., Marcion) as Epistle to the Laodiceans 
[**ad Laodicenos”]. If **in Ephesus” had already at that time stood in 1:1, 
Tertullian would certainly have discovered the contradiction in which Marcion 
was entangled. Thus he presupposes that Marcion’s text did not have the two 
words in 1:1. We do not know how Marcion came to give the Epistle the super¬ 
scription *‘to the Laodiceans.” Marcion could just as well have found the con¬ 
jecture already derived from Col. 4:16 as have advanced it himself. Two factors 
militate against the possibility that Tertullian used a text of 1:1 with iv AaoStKcta 
instead of iv *E<^€o-(o: Tertullian’s testimony, to which we have just referred, 
and the lack of any trace of such a text in the tradition. Marcion probably 
knew as little about the original destination of the Epistle as did the creator of 
the superscription **to the Ephesians,” whose view about the address the ecclesi¬ 
astical tradition adopted as its own since the end of the second century (Mura- 
torian canon, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, etc.). Upon the 
basis of this tradition, ev ^Eefyiao) crowded its way into the text of the address 
before the end of the fourth century. 

If, then, iv 'Ecfycao) was doubtless lacking in the archetype lying at the basis 
of our textual tradition, then the question arises as to whether in lieu of this 
place-name another originally stood. It would be a question only of Laodicea, 
upon the basis of Marcion’s superscription and with reference to Col. 4:16. This 
hypothesis, advocated by Harnack, Roller (see in bibl. 5II> PP- 1^9 ff., 520 ff.), 
Meinertz, Schafer, and Masson, has against it not only the want of any other 
testimony to such an address of the Epistle, but in the Epistle itself there is 
nothing which especially points to Laodicea. It would have been absurd that 
Paul, when he sent Colossians and Ephesians (= Epistle to the Laodiceans) at 
the same time (see Col. 4:16), did not draw up orders for the Laodiceans in 
the epistle to them but took the roundabout way via Colossae (Col. 4:15 f.). 
Moreover, it is not clear why then the name Laodicea would have been stricken 
from the address. To be sure, Harnack wanted to explain the suppression of 
the original epistolary address by his suggestion that the church at Laodicea 
through inner degeneration had temporarily as good as dissolved (Rev. 3:14 ff.), 
and, therefore, no one would wish to read a Pauline epistle to them. But where 
in primitive Christianity was there the inclination to literary proscription and 
at what time would they have been able to accomplish it? And Masson’s supposi¬ 
tion (similarly Wikenhauser, Dahl; cf. also Klijn) that in Ephesus, from where 
the Epistle to the Ephesians was placed in circulation, "in Laodicea” (or another 
name) was expunged, because the Epistle was not at all directed to a particular 
congregation, is based upon modern points of view. But Ochel’s thesis, that "in 
Colossae” stood in the address of Ephesians, which was intended as a substitute 
for the Pauline Colossians, but was replaced by "in Ephesus” during canoniza- 
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tion, is not only arbitrary, but also does not explain the lack of any place-name 
in the earliest textual tradition. Therefore, it is very improbable that any kind 
of name originally stood in the address of Ephesians. 

Consequently, the hypothesis expressed by Beza and Grotius and established 
by James Ussher (1654), has found numerous supporters. According to this 
hypothesis, Ephesians was not composed as an epistle to a particular congregation, 
but as a circular letter to several congregations, which either contained a blank 
in its address, to be filled in from time to time with the name of the church 
addressed (most recently, Henshaw, Cerfaux in Robert-Feuillet, Albertz, Percy, 
Schlier; similarly, Klijn), or whose address without names preserved in the 
earliest manuscripts served as a general address (Michaelis, Guthrie, Feine-Behm, 
Cadbury, Sanders in Cross; Goguel and Schmid regard rot? ovaiv as a later addi¬ 
tion; Benoit deems the reading of as possibly the primitive text). We can¬ 
not, however, explain why an epistle destined for several congregations should 
not contain a general address like Galatians, II Corinthians, and I Peter. Albertz 
attempted to solve the problem with his conjecture that Paul granted authority 
to Tychicus (6:21) to supply the name of each church as the letter was read. 
But an epistle with a blank in the address for the later insertion of the addressee 
is without any parallel in antiquity (even Zuntz [see p. 3 59] 278, note, helps no 
further), entirely apart from the fact that then our manuscripts must have 
descended from the Pauline original, which was not at all intended for circulation 
in this form. Moreover, the position of the inserted place-name in the address 
of Ephesians before Kal ttlcttoU, compared with Col. 1:2, would be completely 
inexplicable. But if we regard the text of the archetype of our manuscripts 
Tot<j aytot 9 ovcTLv Kal Trtcrrol? as the primitive Pauline text, then it is incom¬ 
prehensible what T069 OVCTLV Kal TTiaxots as a closer definition of rot? aytot? 
would have meant to Paul, for to Paul there would be no *‘saints*’ who were 
not **also faithful in Christ Jesus” (see the evidence in Schmid, 110 ff., Percy, 
450 f.; the lack of the article before ovcriv in and D changes nothing thereby, 
and the deletion of toU ovctlv does not explain how these words came into the 
textual tradition without place-names). Although the earliest text of the address 
attainable by means of textual criticism is impossible for Paul, it offers no 
difficulty once we abandon the attempt to ascribe the letter to Paul and think 
in terms of an unknown author who, according to 2:19, could have understood 
ot aytot in the sense of the ancient people of God, whereby ttlcttoi as characteri¬ 
zation of the ^‘believers” (in Christ) is not an equivalent, but a necessary 
qualification to *'the saints” (Beare). From that it follows that the question 
about the original text of the address cannot be answered by the supposition 
of authenticity; on the other hand, by the supposition of pseudepigraphical 
composition the text of the earliest manuscripts can be regarded as possibly the 
primitive text. 

Although the address of Ephesians can give no certain information about the 
literary character of the writing, the facts set forth above on pp. 248 f. show 
that in Ephesians it is not a matter of an epistle to a specific congregation, and 
just as little a matter of a circular letter for several specific congregations. For 
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only 1:15 speaks of the faith and love of the readers (and even here, quite 
generally), whereas in all other places, where a *‘you” is distinguished from the 
totality of Christians or of Jewish Christians (3:18; 6:18; 1:13; 2:1, Ilf., 13; 
3:1; cf. Schlier, 17), no local, limited readership becomes evident. The only 
exception to this fact is the note about the sending of Tychicus to the readers 
(6:21 f.), which corresponds almost verbatim to Col. 4:7. Some scholars, on 
the basis of this concluding sentence, have suggested that Ephesians is directed 
to Christian churches which lie upon the route of Tychicus who is traveling to 
Colossae (Dahl, Schlier, Michaelis). But then it is completely incomprehensible 
why Paul, otherwise than in Romans and Colossians, establishes no personal 
bonds of connection with these readers, and the totally nonepistolary character 
of the remainder of this piece of writing stands clearly in tension with 6:21 f. 
Hence nothing points to an actual circular letter. On the other hand, some 
contend that Ephesians is a "post-baptismal mystery discourse” addressed to 
recently baptized Christians to remind them of their baptism. Thus in 1:3-14; 
2:19-22, and elsewhere, parts of the baptismal liturgy are said to be taken up 
(Dahl, Nauck, Schille, Coutts, Schlier, S. Lyonnet, "La benediction de £ph. 
I, 3-14 et son arriere-plan juda'ique,” Meviorial A. Gcliii, 1961, 341 ff.). But 
this thesis is not sullicient to demonstrate that the Epistle was sent to concrete 
addressees. For even if baptismal songs are originally supposed to have lain at 
the basis of 1:3 ff. and 2:19 ff. and in 5:14 an eschatological hymn is interpreted 
as a baptismal song (so B. Noack, StTh 5, 1951, 52 ff.),we still find only very 
isolated direct references to baptism (1:13; 4:5; 4:30; 5:26). And because 
of "the entire high level of the Epistle” (Michaelis), the addressees could not 
have been newly founded churches. Rather, there is every reason to believe 
that in Ephesians, apart from the epistolary framework and 6:21 f., we do not 
have to do with a writing which has definite readers in mind. In this respect 
Ephesians is differentiated from all previously discussed Pauline epistles. Having 
recognized this unepistolary nature of Ephesians, Sanders characteyzed it as 
"the spiritual testament of Paul to the Church” (in Cross), Guthrie as "a 
meditation about great Christian themes,” and H. Rendtorff as Paul’s "Epistle 
directed to no specific address” (NTD, 1933, 44). Indeed, that would be the 
only possible characterization of the Epistle, if there were no weighty considera¬ 
tions against the composition of Ephesians by Paul. 

3. Authenticity 

Without question Ephesians was extraordinarily well attested in the early 
church (cf. Schmid, 16 ff., Mitton, 160 ff.): Ignatius, Pol. 5:1, and Polycarp, 
Phil. 1:13; 12:1, remind us clearly of Ephesians. Since Marcion, Ephesians was 
an uncontested part of the canon of Pauline epistles, and since Irenaeus and 
Clement of Alexandria, the Epistle was undisputed as the Epistle of Paul to the 
Ephesians. Erasmus was the first to state that the style of Ephesians diverges 
so markedly from Paul, "that it can seem [to be the writing] of another” [ut 
alterius videri possit], without drawing consequences from this observation 
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(for the history of criticism, see Schmid, 1 ff., Percy, 1 ff.). After Edward Evan- 
son in 1792, on the basis of the contradiction between address and contents, had 
designated Ephesians as a forgery, dc Wette in 1826 was the first to deny Ephe¬ 
sians to Paul because of the address, style, its relationship to Colossians, and 
individual statements. F. C. Baur and his pupils removed the Epistle to the 
second century as typically primitive Catholic, whereas Holtzmann sought to 
prove it to be a revision of Colossians, which had not yet been interpolated (sec 
p. 240) with the use of other Pauline epistles. In addition to Catholic scholar¬ 
ship Ephesians today is defended as Pauline by numerous scholars (cf., e.g., 
Appel, Albertz, Henshaw, Lo Bue, Michaelis, Rendtorff, Simpson, J. N. Sanders 
in Cross, Cornelius, Schille, Dahl, also Klijn, especially Percy and Guthrie), 
whereas the number of those who deny the authenticity likewise is quite impres¬ 
sive (cf., e.g., Sparks, Heard, Beare, Masson, Dibelius-Greeven, Maurer, Allan, 
D. E. Nineham in Cross, Kasemann, Pokorny, F. Lang, CBL, 266 ff., C. K. 
Barrett, Shidia Panlhia, 1953, 13, Harrison and Bornkamm, see to §21, Conzel- 
mann, especially Mitton and Goodspeed with their followers Riddle-Hutson, 
Lake, W. L. Knox, S/. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles, 1939, 182 ff., 
S. G. F. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian Church, 1951, 215 f., 
J. Knox, see to §22). How difficult a decision in this question is, is shown by 
the fact that Goguel believed himself able to defend the Pauline origin of 
Ephesians only through the certainly unprovable supposition of extensive inter¬ 
polations, and that several scholars leave the question undecided (Julicher, 
McNeile-Williams, Cadbury), or combine the supposition of authenticity with 
the limitation that Paul entrusted a pupil with the finishing touches of the writ¬ 
ing (Appel, Albertz, Benoit, Rigaux, see lit. to $12). This **amanuensis hy¬ 
pothesis,” which is based on nothing, can, at the most, explain the style and 
language of the Epistle, but not the more decisive questions about the relation 
to Colossians and about the theology of Ephesians. 

1. Language and style (cf. Schmid, 131 ff., Percy, 179 ff., Mitton, 8 ff., 
29 ff.). Tho appearance of numerous words not encountered in Paul, but in the 
later writings of the NT and in the apostolic fathers (e.g., do-wria, (.vGTrkayxvo^i, 
omoTrjf;, TroAiTcta), is striking only in connection with the fact that Ephesians 
also uses other vocables than Paul uses for important concepts (iv rots eVovpavtot? 
1:3, 20; 2:6; 3:10; 6:12 is found in addition to oi ovpavoi, which alone is met 
in Paul; 6 r)ya7rr]fxevo<^ 1:6 as predicate for Christ; the sequence aljxa Kal erdpKa 
6:12; xap^rdoj 1:6 instead of the Pauline 8t8(o/4t). More important is the 

fact that the heaping up of synonyms and genitival connectives, already ob¬ 
served in Colossians, is found in Ephesians to a still more considerable extent 
(see Percy, 186 ff., e.g., ivepyeia rod KpdTOv<; t?}? lax^^^ 1:19; Kara tov aliTnu 
Tov Kodp-ov TOVTOV 2:2; 8td TTunnj^ Trpoirevxy)^ koX 8c7;(Jcoj9 , , . Iv irdinj TpocTKapTcpijaeL 
Kal Se7](jeL 6:18, etc.), and proceeds with the predilection for overly long con¬ 
glomerations of sentences which can hardly be classified (1:15-23; 4:11-16, 
etc.). And this language, which is reminiscent of the language in the Qumran 
texts, shows **such Semitic, syntactical phenomena four times as often as all 
other epistles of the Pauline corpus” (K. G. Kuhn, 334 f.; that also applies to 
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the relation of Semitic and Greek influence on the syntax of the conditional 
sentences, cf. K. Beyer, Semitische Syntax in Nt I, 1, 1962, 298). As little as 
such and related linguistic and stylistic differences taken alone prove the 
Pauline composition of Ephesians as impossible, they nevertheless make more 
difficult the supposition that Paul wrote Ephesians in its transmitted form. 

2. More fundamental to deciding the problem of authorship is the relation¬ 
ship of Ephesians to Colossians (cf. Percy, 360 ff., Mitton, 55 ff., 279 ff.), 
which is doubtless considerably greater than the relationship of any other Pauline 
epistle to the remainder of the Pauline epistles: About one third of the words 
in Colossians are found again in Ephesians (Mitton), and this verbal parallel 
runs throughout the entire Epistle to the Ephesians, and only short, connected 
pieces of Ephesians (e.g., 2:6-9; 4:5-13; 5:29-33) have no verbal parallels in 
Colossians (of 15 5 verses of Ephesians, 73 have verbal parallels with Colossians, 
Goguel). In spite of these extensive agreements, however, only the notice about 
Tychicus (Eph. 6:21 f.) agrees so exactly with Col. 4:7 f. that a written **Vor- 
lage” must have been used directly, in case the same author at almost the same 
time did not dictate the same thing two times. But this supposition is already 
much questioned because Ephesians also exhibits in basically greater extent than 
all other Pauline epistles verbal parallels with all the other Pauline epistles (ex¬ 
cept II Thessalonians) (Mitton, 98 ff., has convincingly shown that, using 
Philippians as an example). And these parallels are found repeatedly in related 
sections of the other epistles (cf., e.g., Rom. 3:20-27; 11:32-12:5 with Eph. 
1:19; 2:5, 8; 1:7; 3:8, 21; 4:1; 5:10, 17; 3:7; 4:7, 4, 25 and the lists in Mitton, 
120 ff., 333 ff.), both of which in the same author would be very striking. 

But speaking decisively against the supposition that the same author very 
quickly wrote Colossians and Ephesians one after the other are the instances 
where Ephesians clearly exhibits a) a literary dependence or b) a basic, factual 
difference in respect to Colossians. a) Thus Col. 3:7 says quite naturally after 
a catalog of vices iv oU (sc. the vices) Kal v/xet? TreptcTrar^o-are ttotc, whereas 
Eph. 2:2 f. first naturally affixes to a/xapnat the relative clause iv ah ttotc 
TTeptcTraT^oraTe . . . , in order then to attach awkwardly to the reference to the 
activity of the adversary iv Toh vloh aTrct^eta? the relative clause iv oh Kal 
rjfxeh Trdi'Te? avearpdcftrjfjiiv ttotc, in clear reminiscence of Col. 3:7. And the 
**HaustafeP’ of Eph. 5:22 ff. is not only a strong Christianizing of the **Haus- 
tafel” of Col. 3:18 ff., which manifests the same sequence and largely the same 
wording, but the command to wives to obey their husbands ws dvrjKcv iv Kvp'na 
(Col. 3:18), in Eph. 5:22 is intensified to subordination ws tw KvpioK b) In Col. 
1:26 f. Paul designates with pLvaTrjpLov God’s eschatological act of salvation in 
Christ (likewise 2:2; 4:3) in agreement with I Cor. 2:1, 7; but in Eph. 3:3 ff. 
pvcjTypLov indicates in clear linguistic reminiscence of Col. 1:26 the share of the 
Gentiles in salvation with the Jews, and besides that pLvaTrjptov (Eph. 1:9) serves 
to describe the uniting of the all in Christ, and 5:32 to denote the hidden analogy 
between marriage, on the one hand, and Christ’s relation to the church, on the 
other. These three meanings of /xverT^ptor are completely strange to Paul. It is 
similar with the use of olKovopla, In Col. 1:25 Paul signifies with this word, as 
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in I Cor. 4:1; 9:17, the commission to preach about the mystery of Christ. In 
Eph. 3:2, on the contrary, and in spite of clear reminiscence of Col. 1:25, the 
word means God’s plan of salvation, and has the same sense in Eph. 1:10; 3:9, 
according to which this plan of salvation has mystery in its content, of which 
there was talk even in reference to Eph. 1:9; 3:3 ff. We may regard the possi¬ 
bility as excluded that Paul in a writing of almost the same time as Colossians 
should have given such completely new meanings to the words ixvar^piov and 

olKOVOfXLa, 

3. If both of these complexes speak in the highest degree against a Pauline 
origin of Ephesians, then the theology of Ephesians makes the Pauline composi¬ 
tion of the Epistle completely impossible, as also becomes evident Erst of all in 
comparison with Colossians. If Col. 2:7 says that the Christians are **rooted and 
built up in him,” in Eph. 2:20 f. that becomes, **built upon the foundation of 
the apostles and prophets, Christ Jesus himself being the chief cornerstone,” 
which represents a clear displacement in respect to the exclusive statement of 
I Cor. 3:11. But when the related passage, Eph. 3:5, describes the revelation of 
the mystery to **his holy apostles and prophets,” whereas Col. 1:26 speaks of 
the revelation to **his saints,” then this evaluation of the apostles as the founda¬ 
tion of the church is just as impossible for Paul as the designation of the apostles 
as "'holy” in a special sense. A related fact is that in Ephesians is used 

exclusively of the universal church (1:22; 3:10, 21; 5:23-25, 27, 29, 32), 
whereas in all the Pauline epistles, even in Colossians, cK/cAryerta indicates the 
individual congregations as well as the total church. Furthermore, the pvar^piov 
Tov XpuTTov (Eph. 3:4 f.), which is now revealed, is not Christ, as in Col. 2:2, 
but the unity of Gentiles and Jews in the body of Christ, so that “now the 
Christology also is interpreted almost exclusively by the ecclesiology” (Kiisc- 
mann, ThLZ 86, 1961, 3). And therein the Christology of Ephesians also shows 
a development beyond Paul in respect to the agent of reconciliation. In spite 
of the fact that the same verb is used in Eph. 2:16 and Col. 1:20 (uTroKaraA- 
Xdaaetv —a verb common only to Eph. 2:16 and Col. 1:20), the subject of this 
verb in Eph. 2:16 is Christ, contrary to Paul’s only use of this verb in Col. 1:20, 
where God is the subject. Similarly, in Eph. 4:11 Christ (not God, as in I Cor. 
12:28) appointed the apostles and prophets. 

If these developments beyond Paul are inconceivable in an epistle which is 
to be placed at almost the same time as Colossians, other conceptions and 
formulations of Ephesians stand in any case in an irreconcilable contrast to 
Paul. Characteristically, we find that “every good work” in Col. 1:10 becomes 
epya dyaOd in Eph. 2:10, a plural which was avoided by Paul, even in Colossians 
(see p. 241). It is likewise characteristic that Ephesians (in contrast to Colos¬ 
sians) knows several eV-formulas, which Paul does not have (cV n} Xpiarto 
*l7](jov 3:11; Iv T/yo-oO 4:21; iv rw KvpLM TTyo-oO 1:15), and in 1:15 joins 
TrldTL^ with KvpLo^y whereas in Paul we find only the connection with Xpioros 
(F. Neugebauer [sec p. 243] 176, 179 ff., Allan). And it also may be no acci¬ 
dent that only in Eph. 1:17 and 3:14, in contrast to all other Pauline epistles, 
is the address of God as Father in supplication found (G. Harder, Panins und 
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das Gebety NTF I, 10, 1936, 186). Still more basic than these divergences, 
however, are three other facts which are not compatible with Pauline origin. 
For one, in contrast to all Pauline epistles, and even to Col. 3:4, any mention 
of the parousia is lacking. Eph. 3:21, in the formula ck irdauq Ta<; yevcd^ tov 
aicovo<s 7WV aldviov, is hardly counting upon an imminent eschaton. Second, the 
evaluation of marriage as the image of the heavenly union of Christ and church 
(5:25 ff.) is scarcely possible to the Paul who wrote I Cor. 7. And finally, the 
statement that the office to which Paul was commissioned was the proclamation 
of the unity of Jews and Gentiles in the promise of Christ (3:2 ff.) contradicts 
Paul’s own statements, even Col. 1:25 ff.; and Paul’s designation of himself as 
i\axi(TT6T€po<; TravTCDV dyiuiv (3:8) is hardly a comprehensible exaggeration of 
Aa,\l( 7 T 09 Toiv aTTOO-ToXcDl' (I Cor. 15:9). 

In view of these linguistic, literary, and theological facts of the case, we can¬ 
not seriously doubt that Ephesians does not derive from Paul and is, therefore, 
a pseudonymous writing. And, in view of the theology of Ephesians, which 
is not only further developed than Paul’s theology, but in part stands clearly in 
contradiction to Paul, we cannot simply explain the difference by saying that 
we should designate this Epistle, not as ** 'Kerygma’ in the strict sense,” but as 
'*Sophia, Sophia of the mystery, . . . meditation of the wisdom of the mystery 
of Christ himself” (Schlier). Nor can we extricate ourselves from this diflEculty 
by referring to Cerfaux’s contention that **the symphony of the Pauline doctrine 
is transposed as a whole from a lower manual to a higher one: The Gospel 
becomes the Mystery.” By means of such formulations the clear historical 
results are simply covered with a smoke screen. It remains only to ask what 
purpose this pseudonymous writing serves and in which historical context it 
is to be placed. 

Against the supposition that in Ephesians we are dealing with a pseudonymous 
writing, the objection has been raised (which is also of importance for the NT 
epistles yet to be discussed) that the practice of pseudonymous epistles in the 
environment of Christianity hardly existed, and that such a deception in 
religious writings, which especially accent their responsibility to truth (cf. 
4:15, 25; 6:14), is hardly conceivable (Guthrie, 282 ff., Michaelis, EinL, 2 f.). 
No one, however, can deny that not only in general in antiquity there were 
numerous pseudonymous writings, but that the literary genus of pseudonymous 
writings precisely in the period of Hellenism was very widespread, and that out 
of late Judaism as well as out of early Christianity there is reliable evidence 
for it (Epistle of Jeremiah, Epistle of Aristeas, Acts 23:26 fi., epistolary 
exchange of Paul with Corinth = III Corinthians; cf. also the possibility pre¬ 
supposed by Paul [II Thess. 2;2; 3:17] of a forged Pauline epistle). The ad¬ 
mittedly still fully inadequate discussion of the problem of pseudonymity in 
antiquity has, nevertheless, clearly shown that there were very different kinds, 
degrees, and motives of pseudonymous writing, and that in primitive Chris¬ 
tianity the preaching moved by the Holy Ghost was uncritically regarded as 
apostolic, so that the intention of deception may not be attributed to the 
pseudonymous writer without special reasons (cf. F. Torm, Die Psychologie 
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der Vseudonymitat im Hlnblick auf die LHcratur des Urchristeniums, 1932; 
A. Meyer, "Religiose Pseudepigraphie als ethisch-psychologisclies Problem,” 
ZNW 3 3, 1936, 262 11.; E. J. Goodspeed, "Pseudonymity and Pseudepigraphy 
in Early Christian Literature,” in New Chapters in New Testament Study, 
1937, 169 f!.; J. C. Fenton, "Pseudonym!ty in the NT,” Theology 58, 195 5, 
51 ff.; J. A. Sint, "Pseudonymitat im Altertum,” Commentationes Aenipontanae 
15, 1960 [critique of M. Forderer, Gn 33, 1961, 440 ff.]; K. Aland, "The 
Problem of Anonymity and Pseudonymity in Christian Literature of the First 
Centuries,” JThSt, N.S. 12, 1961, 39 ff.; D. Guthrie, "The Development of 
the Idea of Canonical Pseudepigrapha in NT Criticism,” VE, 43 ff.). In any 
case, there exists no adequate reason for declaring pseudepigraphy as impossible 
in respect to primitive Christian epistolary literature and as contradictory to 
truthfulness. And even if no pseudonymous epistolary literature could be proved 
in late Judaism and early Christianity (as Guthrie, certainly wrongly, main¬ 
tains; see above), this statement, in view of the undoubted appearance of other 
pseudonymous writing in late Judaism and late primitive Christianity (cf. 
only Wisdom of Solomon and Didache), can indicate nothing in the case where 
the supposition of pseudonymous writing in respect to a primitive Christian 
epistle unavoidably forces itself upon us. But indeed, if the supposition of pseu- 
depigraphical composition turns out to be necessary, the question must be clari¬ 
fied as to which kind of pseudonymous writing is present and what purpose the 
piece of writing in question served. 


4. Purpose, Historical Position, and Time of the Epistle 

In clear agreement with the situation and language revealed in Colossians, 
Ephesians attributes itself to Paul (1:1; 3:1; 4:1; 6:19-22), without character¬ 
izing this historical situation any more precisely. Just as little is the situation 
of the readers indicated, except that they are Gentile Christians (2:1 ff., 11 ff.; 
3:1, 13; 4:17). There is also lacking any concrete discussion of heresy or abuses 
of the readers. Tlie Epistle lays stress on only one thing, and, to be sure, in 
connection with the commission of the writing "Paul” even as in connection 
with the readers: The Gentiles now have a share in Christ in the people of God, 
and through the death of Christ the wall between both has been broken down, 
and "through him we both have access in one Spirit to the Father” (2:11 ff.; 
3:1 ff.; 4:3). And in order to expound this comprehensive interpretation of 
Christ, the Epistle speaks of the all embracing working of God’s activity in 
Christ (1:10, 20 ff.; 3:10, 18; 4:10), and, therefore, it stresses the eternal 
connection between Christ, the head, and his body, the church (l:4f., 22 f.; 
2:15 f., 21 f.; 4:13, 15 f.; 5:23 f., 29, 32), and the necessity for the readers to 
consider the significance of their membership in this body and to prove them¬ 
selves worthy of it (1:18 f.; 2:11; 4:1 ff., 20 ff., 25; 5:22 ff.). We cannot, 
however, recognize what concrete occasion there was for the transformation of 
the Pauline preaching through the emphasis upon the unity of the church made 
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up of Gentiles and Jews (strained relations between Gentile Christians of the 
churches in Asia Minor and Jewish Christians who had immigrated from Palestine 
after the Jewish war is out of the question, against W. Grundmann, NTSt 5, 
1958-59, 194, note). We also cannot be satisfied to see in Ephesians only **a 
comprehensive summary of Paul’s message” (Mitton), or a ‘‘commendation of 
Paul’s theology to the church of another generation” (Beare). Rather, Chad¬ 
wick has seen correctly that Ephesians speaks in reaction to a general spiritual 
crisis of post-Pauline Gentile Christianity, in connection with which it must be 
emphasized that the church of the Gentiles includes the Jewish past of the 
church, because it is the universal church in every sense, which will yet succeed 
in attaining “to the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ” (4:13). 
But that Paul, moreover, as Chadwick thinks, is supposed to be recommended 
to the Gentile-Christian churches not founded by him as “their unique repre¬ 
sentative,” is hardly demonstrable. 

The author of this “Epistle,” which speaks to a concrete post-Pauline situa¬ 
tion of Gentile Christendom, appears especially well acquainted with Colossians 
and also with the remaining Pauline epistles, but he must have had the wording 
of Colossians before him only for 6:21 f. Beyond that, the author is clearly 
dependent upon a double history-of-religions situation. On the one hand, there 
comes to light in the religious terminology as well as in the paraenesis a 
striking parallel with the literature of the sect from Qumran (Kasemann, 
D. Flusser, Scripta Hierosolymitana 4, 1958, 263, note 163 f., especially Kuhn). 
On the other hand, not only the “Haustafel” (probably taken over from 
Colossians) stems from Hellenistic-Jewish tradition, but the shaping of the 
Christology and ecclesiology, especially the conceptions of Christ as the primi¬ 
tive man [Urmensch], of the syzygy between Christ and the church, and of the 
church as the body of Christ the head, can be made understandable only against 
the background of Christianized, mythological Gnosticism (Kasemann, Schlier, 
P. Pokorny, “2w/xa Xpearov im Eph.,” EvTh 20, 1960, 456 ff., and idem, lit. 
to §23). In view of this state of affairs and the strongly Semitized language of 
Ephesians, the supposition is natural that the author was a Jewish Christian, 
as he himself seems to indicate (2:3, 11, 17; Beare). The only certain thing is 
that he stands in connection with a Gentile Christianity which has been con¬ 
siderably influenced by Gnostic mythology and perhaps also by a strongly 
Hellenized Judaism (so C. Colpe, “Zur Leib-Christi-Vorstellung im Eph.,” 
Festschr. /. Jereviias, Beih. ZNW 26, 1960, 172 ff.). He recognizes that this 
Gentile Christianity is threatened by possible separation from its connection 
through salvation history to the ancient people of God. Thus, in spite of consider¬ 
able dependence upon Pauline conceptions and formulations, there arises a 
recognizable further development of the Pauline theology, through the dis¬ 
appearance of the eschatological emphasis, stronger mythologizing of the 
Christology and ecclesiology, and moralization (3:10!), which exhibits, at 
least to some extent, features of that phenomenon which is so difficult to delimit 
in detail, “primitive Catholicism” (see F. Mussner, LThK VI, 89 f.). 

All of which is to say that Goodspeed’s thesis, which is very widespread in 
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English-speaking regions, that Ephesians was composed as a covering letter on 
the occasion of the first collection of the Pauline epistles, cannot be regarded 
as probable. Against this theory weighs not only the fact that according to 
our knowledge Ephesians never stood at the beginning of a collection of 
Pauline epistles (see p. 338), but above all the fact that the special purpose 
of Ephesians cannot be explained upon the basis of this supposition (for 
criticism of this thesis, cf. Schlier, 26 f., Guthrie, 132 f.). 

If the composition of Ephesians be established in the post-Pauline period, then 
it follows from Ignatius’ acquaintanceship with Ephesians (see p. 338 f.) that 
the first decade of the second century is the terminm ad quern, A possibility of 
more precise dating would open if a literary dependence of I Peter upon Ephe¬ 
sians could be demonstrated, as, e.g., Mitton (who dates Ephesians 87-92) 
and Cornelius (who has Ephesians composed at the time of Peter in Rome!) 
assume. But because of the common paraenetic tradition, that supposition is not 
convincing. Since Ephesians, however, was acquainted with the totality of the 
Pauline epistles, no early dating is probable. Its composition cannot be deter¬ 
mined more closely than about 80-100. In view of the special acquaintanceship 
with Colossians, we would like most to look for the place of composition in 
Asia Minor, but that is no more than a conjecture. 

524. The Pastoral Epistles: I and II Timothy, Titus 

Commentaries, see p. 390. Studies: H. J. Holtzmann, Die Past., kritisch tind exe- 
getisch bearbeitet, 1880; W. Lutgert, Die Irrlehrer der Past., BFTh 13, 3, 1909; 
P. N. Harrison, The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles, 1921; ide 7 n, “The Authorship 
of the Pastoral Epistles,” ExpT 67, 195 5-56, 77 ff.; idem, “The Pastoral Epistles and 
Duncan’s Ephesian Theory,” NTSt 2, 1955-56, 250 ff.; W. Michaelis, “Past, und 
Wortstatistik,” ZNW 28, 1929, 69 ff.; idem. Past, und Gefangenschaftsbriefe, NTF I, 
6, 1930; W. Bauer, Rechtgldubigkeit und Ketzerei im dltesten Christentum, BhTh 
10, 1934, 225 ff.; R. Falconer, The Pastoral Epistles, 1937; C. Maurer, “Eine Text- 
variante klart die Entstehung der Past, auf,” ThZ 3, 1947, 321 fi.; H. Schlier, “Die 
Ordnung der Kirche nach den Past.,” Festschr. F. Gogarten, 1948, 38 ff. (= Die Zeit 
der Kirche, 1956, 129 fi.); O. Michel, “Grundfragen der Past.,” Festgabe fur Th. 
Wurm, 1948, 83 ff.; idem, CBL, 1959, 992 ff.; H. von Campenhausen, Pol. und die 
Past., SHA 1951, 2; idem, Kirchliches Amt und geistliche Vollmacht in deft ersten drei 
Jahrhunderten, BhTh 14, 1953, 116 ff.; W. Nauck, “Die Theologie der Past. I,” ThLZ 
79, 1954, 124 f. (Diss. Gottingen); R. Bultmann, Theologie des NT, ®1958, 468, 
533 ff.; Theology of the NT. Tr. Kendrick Grobel, 1951-55, II, 183 ff.; B. M. Metz¬ 
ger, A Reconsideration of Certain Arguments Against the Pauline Authorship of the 
Pastoral Epistles,” ExpT 70, 1958-59, 91 ff.; E. Schweizer, Gemeinde und Gemeinde- 
ordnung im NT, AThANT 35, 1959, 67 ff.; Church Order in the NT, Tr. Frank 
Clarke, 1961; W. Kasch, EKL III, 1959, 78 f.; J. Muller-Bardorff, “Zur Exegese 
von I Tim. 5:3-16,” Festgabe fiir E. Fascher, 1959, 113 ff.; K. Grayston and 
G. Herdan, “The Authorship of the Pastorals in the Light of Statistical Linguistics,” 
NTSt 6, 1959-60, 1 ff.; E. E. Ellis, Paul and His Recent Interpreters, 1961, 49 ff.; 
J. Jeremias, “Zur Datierung der Past.,” ZNW 52, 1961, 101 ff.; W. Schmithals, 
RGG" V, 1961, 144 ff.; C. Spicq, DBS VII, 1961, Iff.; (bibl.); K. Wegenast, 


259 




^24. The Pastoral Epistles 

Das Verstandnh der Tradition bei Panlus nnd in den DcjiMropaulincn^ WMANT 8, 
1962, 132 flf. 


The name *Tastoral Epistles*’ for these epistles appeared in the eighteenth 
century (first attested for Titus in D. N. Bardot, 1703; for all three epistles by 
P. Anton, Exegetische Abhandlungen der Past, Pauli, 1753-3 5): They contain 
instructions and admonitions for the conduct of the pastoral office in the Chris¬ 
tian congregations. These instructions are directed to two of Paul’s closest co¬ 
laborers in the form of epistles, which, however, do not carry the features of 
private letters, but of writings for the ministry, "for the regulation of ecclesiasti¬ 
cal discipline” (Muratorian canon). But also in respect to content the three 
epistles, of which I Timothy and Titus stand especially close to each other, 
form a group in themselves among the traditional Pauline epistles: They pre¬ 
suppose the same false teachers, the same organization, and quite similar condi¬ 
tions in the churches, move in the same theological conceptual world, and have 
the same peculiarities of language and style. 


1. Contents 

I Timothy. After the address (1:1 f.) follows a summons to Timothy to 
battle against false teachers, who have lost themselves in mythical speculations 
concerning genealogies, desiring thereby to be teachers of the Law, without 
understanding the true meaning of the Law (1:3-11). Paul, the former per¬ 
secutor, through God’s mercy has been entrusted with the gospel which saves 
sinners (1:12-17). Accordingly, Timothy is supposed to keep the Christian 
tradition in faithfulness (1:18-20). There follow directions concerning con¬ 
gregational prayer (2:1-7) and the conduct of men and women in worship 
(2:8-15), concerning the requirements which the holders of the office of 
bishop (3:1-7) and the office of male and female deacons (3:8-13) should 
meet, and in conclusion a word to Timothy concerning the importance of 
such instructions: They have to do with the house of God, the church, the 
guardian of the great mystery of God (3:14-16). Ch. 4 prophesies the appear¬ 
ance of false teachers and gives instructions for their control (4:1-10) and 
reminds Timothy of the duties which the charisma, bestowed upon him through 
laying on of hands, enjoins upon him (4:11-16). The next section (5:1—6:2) 
gives directions for conduct in respect to the various stages of life and to the 
different sexes (5:1-3), regulations for the classes of widows (3:4-16) and 
elders (5:17-22) (partly addressed to Timothy), personal advice to Timothy 
(5:23), a reference to the fact that sooner or later sins and good works will 
be manifested (5:24 f.), and finally rules of conduct for Christian slaves 
(6:1 f.). A group of general admonitions fills out the last section (6:3-21^?): 
warning against false teachers and love of money (6:3-10), exhortation to 
Timothy to adhere to the faith (6:11-16), advice for pastoral care of the rich 
(6:17-19), final warning against false knowledge (6:20-21^?). Benediction 

\6:2\b), 

II Timothy. To the address (1:1 f.) is joined the intercession for Timothy 
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(1:3-5), exhortation to him to adhere to the charisma imparted through the 
laying on of hands (1:6-14), and reference to experiences of Paul with his 
closest associates (1:15-18). Ch. 2 admonishes Timothy to unflinching endur¬ 
ance in suffering like Paul in connection with faithful protection of the tradition 
(2:1-13), and to correct handling of the truth while avoiding foolish disputes 
with those who have gotten onto wrong ways (2:14-26). There follows a 
prophecy of the appearance of false teachers in the last days, who especially 
lead astray weak women (3:1-9); all the more Timothy should continue in 
that which he has learned from Paul and the Holy Scriptures (3:10-17), and 
proclaim '*sound teaching” (4:1-5). Finally, Paul describes his situation: Fie 
looks forward to death as a martyr (4:6-8), gives information about his co- 
laborers (4:9-12), orders to Timothy (4:13-15), last reports concerning the 
seriousness of his situation (4:16-18), delivers greetings (4:19-21). Benedic¬ 
tion (4:22). 

Titus. The verbose address also describes the contents of PauPs message 
(1:1-4). In 1:5-16 Titus receives rules concerning the installation and the 
character of elders or bishops in Crete (1:5-9), with a view to the false teachers 
who have appeared there, who, out of avarice, spread abroad Jewish myths and 
ascetic commands (1:10-16). Ch. 2 directs the teaching of all classes in the 
congregation (“Haustafel”; 2:1-10), corresponding to the grace of God which 
was revealed in Christ and which brings salvation (2:11-15). In 3:1 f. follow 
admonitions to obedience to authorities and to courteous conduct toward all 
men, again grounded through a reference to the goodness and loving-kindness 
of God which appeared in Christ (3:3-7), which leads to good works (3:8 f.). 
Repeated warning against false teachers (3:10 f.), orders and greetings (3:12- 
15</). Benediction {l:\5b). 


2. The Addressees 

The Pastorals indicate as addressees Timothy in Ephesus (I 1:3; II 1:15), 
and Titus in Crete (Tit. 1:5). Both men are well-known coworkers of Paul 
from the years of his great mission. Timothy, from Lystra in Lycaonia, was 
the son of a Gentile father and of a Jewish-Christian mother (Acts 16:1; accord¬ 
ing to II 1:5, his mother’s name was Eunice). Perhaps already won through 
the first mission of Paul in his hometown (Acts 14:6 If.), he was chosen by 
the Apostle on his second visit in Lystra as a missionary companion and was cir¬ 
cumcised (Acts 16:3). Henceforth, he was a constant companion of Paul (Acts 
17:14 f.; 18:5; 19:22; 20:4; I Thess. 1:1; II Thess. 1:1; II Cor. 1:1, 19; Phil. 
1:1) and at intervals was sent by Paul to particular churches with special tasks 
(I ihiess. 3:2, 6; I Cor. 4:17; 16:10; Phil. 2:19, 23). On the collection journey 
to Jerusalem he was in the company of Paul (Acts 20:4) and, according to 
Col. 1:1 and Phlm. 1, with him at the place of his imprisonment (see pp. 
229 ff.). Phil. 2:20 ff. shows the Apostle’s great appreciation of the personality 
and the service of Timothy. What is historical in Hb. 13:23, the last place in 
the NT which mentions Timothy, lies in darkness. 
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Titus, a Gentile Christian, concerning whom Acts, strange to say, is silent, 
is first named by Paul in Gal. 2:1, 3 as one of his companions on the journey 
to the apostolic council, where the Apostle successfully withstood the demand 
to circumcise Titus. According to II Corinthians, he delivered the ‘‘intermediate 
epistle” to the Corinthian congregation. He settled the discord which existed 
between Paul and Corinth, and actively promoted the business of the collection 
(2:13; 7:6 f., 13 ff.), and after the fulfillment of this mission he once more 
came from Macedonia with II Corinthians as forerunner of Paul to Corinth 
(8:6, 16 ff.; 12:18). II Tim. 4:10 speaks yet of a journey of Titus from Rome, 
where he was with Paul, to Dalmatia. 

3. The Historical Problem 

The historical and theological problem of the Pastorals is inextricably inter¬ 
twined with the question of whether or not these epistles stem from Paul. 

Their external attestation in the primitive church is unfavorable. In Marcion’s 
canon the Pastorals are wanting. But in spite of Tertullian’s statement (Adv, 
Marc. V, 21: “he [Marcion] rejected” [recusaverit]), the view that Marcion 
knew but rejected these epistles (Spicq, Michaelis) is just as little demonstrable 
as the opinion that the epistles could not yet have existed at the time of the 
formation of Marcion’s canon (Bauer, v. Campenhausen). Tatian, according 
to the report of Hieronymus (foreword to Titus), denied the authenticity of 
I Timothy for ascetic reasons, but recognized Titus. But from the end of the 
second century on, the Pastorals were regarded without controversy as epistles 
of Paul (Muratorian canon, Irenaeus, Tertullian). Hence we cannot interpret 
the fact that in (see p. 363) the Pastorals had no place at the (not 

preserved) end of the papyrus quire only by saying that the writer did not 
want to include the Pastorals. In the first half of the second century the points 
of contact between Ignatius and the Pastorals concern only isolated expressions, 
for which no dependence is obvious. And the linguistic agreements between the 
Pastorals and Polycarp (cf. Spicq, XCVII) prove no more than that they both 
stood in the same ecclesiastical and cultural tradition (see v. Campenhausen, 
Polycarp, 28 f.). Thus we have no certain evidence for an acquaintanceship 
with the Pastorals before the third quarter of the second century, which, how¬ 
ever, permits no clear judgment about their age. 

The Pauline origin of the Pastorals was not challenged from the time of 
their recognition as canonical writings toward the end of the second century 
till the beginning of the nineteenth century. But after J. E. C. Schmidt (1804) 
had expressed doubt about the authenticity of I Timothy, F. Schleiermacher, 
in his “Sendschreiben an J. C. Cess” (1807), disputed the Pauline composition 
of I Timothy on the basis of the language and the biographical statements. 
Several years later J. G. Eichhorn (1812), with reference to the divergent 
religious language, extended this judgment to all three Pastorals. Then F. C. 
Baur (1835) closed the circle through his proof that the polemic of the Pastorals 
was connected with the Gnosticism of the second century (cf. WGK; NT, 
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100 f., 161 f.). Since H. J. Holtzmann collected all the objections, the insight 
into the impossibility of the Pauline composition of the Pastorals has widely 
prevailed (thus, e.g., Jiilicher, Goodspeed, Dibclius-Conzelmann, Bultmann, 
W. Bauer, Gealy, Maurer, v. Campcnhausen, Miillcr-Bardorff, Schweizer, Kasch, 
Wegenast), whereas numerous scholars more or less confidently suppose at the 
same time the incorporation of genuine Pauline fragments (see Appel, Goguel, 
Harrison, Falconer, McNeile-Williams, Henshaw, Fleard, Sparks, Easton, Scott, 
Michel, Schmithals). Likewise the conviction that the Pastorals, directly or 
indirectly, go back to Paul still has numerous advocates (in addition to the 
Catholic theologians, cf. Roller [see p. 176], Albertz, de Zwaan, Schlatter, Jerc- 
mias, Feine-Behm, Michaelis, Guthrie, Klijn, L. Goppelt, Die apostolische und 
nachapostolische Zc/7, Die Kirche in ihre Geschichtc I, A, 1962, 71). The ob¬ 
jections against the Pauline composition of the Pastorals arc based chiefly upon 
1. language and style; 2. the presupposed historical situation; 3. the opposition 
to the false teachers; 4. the congregational situation; 5. the theology of the 
Pastorals. 

1. Language and style. The first doubts as to the authenticity of the Pas¬ 
torals proceeded from their language. FI. J. Holtzmann already demonstrated 
in detail the great difference between the language of the Pastorals and that 
of the other Pauline epistles. Then Harrison (1921) sought to establish by 
means of statistics that the Pastorals, through lesser use of particles, through 
the number of words otherwise not encountered in Paul, and through their 
relationship to the language of the second century, clearly diverge from the 
language of the Pauline epistles. Harrison’s method was called into question by 
Michaehs, because Harrison compared the vocabulary of individual pages with 
one another instead of entire epistles. Metzger has objected that in view of the 
shortness of the texts of the Pastorals word statistics generally cannot be em¬ 
ployed (additional literature in Guthrie [see p. 28] 221). Certainly with word 
statistics we cannot prove more than that the language of certain pieces of 
writing diverges in a striking manner from other comparable writings. But 
that is, to an indisputable degree, the case when we compare the Pastorals 
with the other Pauline epistles. In his statistics Morgenthaler has pointed out 
([see pp. 22] 28, 38) that the Pastorals, with 33 5 vocables in their special ma¬ 
terial, exhibit two and one half times the number of such words as over against 
the cross section of the Pauline epistles. The mathematically improved statistical 
method of Grayston and Herdan has confirmed these results, and in addition 
has shown that the ratio of the logarithms of vocabulary and text length in 
the Pastorals diverges considerably from the same ratio in the Pauline epistles 
as a whole (including Colossians, Ephesians, and II Thcssalonians). Statistics 
about the ratio of Greek and Semitic conditional sentences in the NT writings 
indicate that the Pastorals exhibit ten to twenty times as many “Grecisms” 
as the Pauline epistles (sec K. Beyer, Semifische Syntax im NT I, 1, 1962, 232, 
295, 298). Moreover, Harrison (ExpT 195 5-56) could refer to a larger number 
of words and phrases in the Pastorals which are not attested before the second 
Christian century. The result of these observations is that the language and 


263 


^24. The Pastoral Epistles 

style of the Pastorals do not allow the possibility that Paul wrote them. We 
cannot avoid this conclusion by contending that between the earlier Pauline 
epistles (supposing the composition of the "prison epistles” in Ephesus) and the 
Pastorals there was an interval of from five to seven years, which permitted a 
considerable change in Paul’s style (Michaelis), or by making responsible for this 
change the influence of Latin upon Paul who was imprisoned the second time 
in Rome (Spicq). For even if these thoroughly questionable influences could 
have changed the vocabulary, it would still be completely incomprehensible 
that thereby the ratio of the logarithms of vocabulary and text length would 
change so decisively. 

Along with these statistical observations about the language and style of the 
Pastorals, there appear additional linguistic facts which clearly carry even 
greater weight. For one, there are lacking in the Pastorals numerous shorter 
words of all kinds otherwise used often by Paul (e.g., av, apa, 8td, etre, cKaorrog, 
eT6, wvL, ovKeTL, TTctAu', (Tvv, wcTTrep, wcTTc; cf. the lists in Flarrison, 1921, 37), and, 
as a rule, the use of precisely such words takes place instinctively. Still more 
significant is the use of different words for the same things: KvpLoi for the owners 
of slaves (Col. 3:22; 4:1), SecnroTai (Pastorals); dpxai in Paul for spiritual 
powers, but in Tit. 3:1 for earthly rulers; in Paul, €vxoipL(TT€lv in epistolary in¬ 
troductions in respect to God, but x^P^^ ^ Tim. 1:12 and II Tim. 1:3, 

whereas this word combination in II Cor. 1:15 means "to receive grace.” Finally, 
if we exclude here for the moment the problem of the theological conceptual 
world, there occurs the repeated appearance of phrases which otherwise are 
not found in Paul: e.g., Stafie^aiovdOaL Trepl rtvo? (I Tim. 1:7; Tit. 3:8); 
SLapapTvpeadaL evwTrtov tov deov (I Tim. 5:21; II Tim. 2:14; 4:1) ; Tnaros 6 Adyo9, 
five times; Sl yv ahiavy three times. If we consider all of these facts together, 
then we cannot deny that already the language and the style speak decisively 
against the Pauline origin of the Pastorals. 

To be sure, that which H. A. Schott (1830) already expressed as a con¬ 
jecture, O. Roller ([see p. 176] 20 ff.) has sought to establish, namely: Paul 
himself did not dictate the Pastorals, but had them written from his statements 
by an amanuensis, and then only corrected the text and subscribed it in his 
own hand, as corresponds not only to the circumstances presupposed in 
almost all other Pauline epistles, but follows with necessity from the situation 
recognizable in II Tim. 1:8, 16; 2:9 of Paul as a chained prisoner. This thesis 
appears to numerous scholars as an adequate explanation of the juxtaposed 
Pauline and un-Pauline features in the language of the Pastorals. Conjectures 
have centered around Luke or Tychicus as the secretary (Albertz, Jeremias, 
Feine-Behm, Benoit, BdJ; as a possibility, Spicq, Guthrie). Flowever, Roller’s 
denial of the fact that Paul dictated his epistles is untenable (see p. 178). Nor 
is there any trace of a hint in favor of the supposition that a secretary was 
involved in the composition of the Pastorals (and, to account for the unity 
of the language, always the same one!). Moreover, even if the work of an 
amanuensis could explain the linguistic and stylistic variations from the other 
Pauline epistles, it would not remove the additional difficulties to be discussed 
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below (see also Michaelis, 242 ff.). And if Jeremias, following Roller, mentions 
as a formal sign of authenticity that the epistolary form of the Pastorals cor¬ 
responds exactly to the development of this form in the last of the Pauline 
epistles, in Colossians, then that is not entirely correct in so far as the introduc¬ 
tory greeting etc.) of all three Pastorals diverges from that of all other 

Pauline epistles (see table 3 in Roller). Besides that, an imitator could connect 
just as well to one of the last as to one of the earlier Pauline epistles. Thus, in 
the face of the linguistic data, the amanuensis hypothesis cannot secure even 
the indirect composition of the Pastorals by Paul. 

2. The presupposed historical situation. I Timothy presupposes that until 
recently Paul and Timothy had worked together in Ephesus. Then Paul traveled 
to Macedonia and left Timothy behind to resist the false teachers in Ephesus 
(1:3). The Epistle is a directive to Timothy as to how he should conduct his 
office during the temporary absence of Paul (3:14; 4:13). But this directive 
is not primarily intended for Timothy—for that purpose the detailed, written 
repetition of the oral instructions which the Apostle had already given his 
tested helper (1:3 ff.) would not have been necessary, especially since Paul him¬ 
self wanted to return to him soon—it is aimed first of all at the congregations 
in which Timothy is supposed to work in the highest official capacity. 

According to Titus, Paul was at Crete and left Titus there to complete the 
organization already begun of the congregations in the cities of the island 
(1:5 ff.). The purpose of the Epistle is to give instructions for this matter, and 
formally to certify to the congregations that Titus, like Timothy in I Timothy, 
is Paul’s deputy. Perhaps the lawyer Zenas and Apollos are the bearers of the 
Epistle (3:13). Paul wants to have Titus relieved soon by Artemas or Tychicus. 
Then Titus is to come as quickly as possible to Paul at Nicopolis, where he has 
decided to spend the winter (3:12). Of the many cities with this name, we need 
consider seriously only Nicopolis in Epirus. 

According to II Timothy, in which official and personal matters are more en¬ 
twined than in I Timothy and Titus, Paul is in prison in Rome (1:8, 16 f.; 
2:9). Once already he has had to defend himself before the court, forsaken 
by all his friends, but he has been rescued from the lion’s mouth (4:16 f.). 
Onesiphorus visited him (1:17). Now only Luke is with him (4:16 f.). Crescens 
has gone to Gaul (or Galatia?), Titus to Dalmatia; Tychicus has been sent 
by Paul to Ephesus, and Demas has forsaken him (4:10 ff.), likewise the 
brethren from Asia, among them Phygelus and Hermogenes (1:15). Alexander 
the coppersmith proved himself a bitter enemy of Paul, and Paul warns Timothy 
against him (4:14 f.). Paul feels that he is close to death (4:6 ff., 18). Timothy 
is to hasten to come to him (1:4; 4:9) before winter sets in (4:21), and to 
bring Mark with him (4:11). Paul was recently at Troas, where he left his 
cloak and books with Carpus, which Timothy is to bring to him (4:13), and 
at Miletus, where he had to leave behind the ill Trophimus (4:20). Obviously 
Timothy does not yet know all of this news. Where Timothy is staying is not 
directly said. 4:13 points to Asia, and the greeting to Prisca and Aquila (4:19) 
to Ephesus, where, according to I Timothy, is Timothy’s working place. 
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None of the situations indicated here fits into the life of Paul from Damascus 
to Rome, as we know it from the other Pauline epistles and Acts. 

I Timothy. After three years of activity in Ephesus Paul traveled from 
Ephesus to Macedonia (Acts 20:1 f.; cf. 19:21). But at that time he had not 
left Timothy behind in Ephesus but had sent him ahead to Macedonia (Acts 
19:22). His additional travel goals were Corinth and Jerusalem (Acts 20:2 ff.). 
He did not touch Ephesus again (Acts 20:16 ff.). And Timothy, who already 
must have met again with Paul in Macedonia (II Cor. 1:1), belonged to his 
companions on the journey to Jerusalem (Acts 20:4 ff.). 

Titus. According to our knowledge, Paul was never on Crete and in Nicopolis 
during his great mission. The voyage of the imprisoned Paul led alongside Crete 
(Acts 27:7 ff.), but there was no missionary opportunity even while anchoring 
at Fair Havens. We do not know whether Titus at that time was with Paul. The 
next winter brought Paul to Malta (Acts 28:1 ff.), not to Nicopolis. 

II Timothy. Paul visited Corinth, Troas, and Miletus on the journey depicted 
in Acts 20:2 f., 5 f., 15 ff. But II Timothy, especially 4:9 ff., cannot refer to 
this journey, in which Timothy took part as a companion of Paul, and concern¬ 
ing which he would therefore not need to be informed by letter. If Timothy 
went at that time with Paul to Jerusalem (Acts 20:4 ff.), then he could not 
be ordered to bring with him to Rome the things which Paul had left in Troas, 
and that not until after several years (4:13). And Trophimus came at that 
time with Paul to Jerusalem (Acts 21:29), whereas here he remains behind in 
Miletus because of illness (4:20). And Paul must not have reported this illness 
to Timothy until after several years. In the imprisonment from which Colos- 
sians stems, Paul had Timothy with him (1:1). In case that was in Rome (see 
p. 245), that would contradict the summoning of Timothy from Ephesus to 
Rome (4:9, 21). 

The situations presupposed in the Pastorals must, therefore, in so far as they 
are historical, belong to the time after the Roman imprisonment of Acts 28. 

But is there historical information about Paul’s life after the end of Acts? 
a) The report that Paul, like Peter, was a martyr in the Neronian persecution 
of the year 64, first appears with complete certainty in the so-called "'Decretum 
Gelasianum” III, 2, which stems from the beginning of the sixth century. The 
end of Acts (28:30 f.) gives no indication of what happened to Paul after his 
two years of confinement and unhindered preaching in Rome. Some contend 
that Paul have been released because Acts 25:20 and 26:32 presuppose 

the innocence of Paul as the view of Festus and Agrippa (Guthrie), and that 
Paul’s death could not have followed immediately after Acts 28:30 f., because 
then the author of Acts must have mentioned it (Michaelis). These contentions 
overlook the facts that we know absolutely nothing about whether any appellate 
process would be properly decided in Rome, that the apologetic goal of Acts 
has obviously been reached in 28:30 f., and we are not able to postulate what 
its author must have written or omitted. On the other hand, Acts 20:25, 38 
clearly proves that Paul, according to the opinion of the author of Acts, was 
not able to return anymore to his churches in the East. The ending of Acts, 
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therefore, leaves the possibilities open that Paul was released or executed after 
his two-year Roman imprisonment, but excludes a new journey to the East. 

b) Should Paul have been set free, then the two early reports that Paul 
worked as a missionary in Spain as he had planned in Rom. 15:24, 28 could 
prove true. I Clem. 5:7 (end of the first century) concludes its praise of Paul, 
the champion of the faith, with the words: "He taught righteousness to the 
whole world and reached to the bounds of the West (c7rt to ripfxa Trj<; Svcrew^ 
cA^tuv), and he bore witness before rulers; then he was taken out of the world.” 
That was written in Rome; from the standpoint of the Romans, to ripfia rij^ 
Suo-ews can only be Spain. The Muratorian canon (see §35, 3) says of Acts that 
Luke, as an eyewitness of the several events, wrote Acts, "and he makes this 
plain by omitting the passion of Peter and Paul’s journey from Rome to Spain.” 
Here the journey of Paul to Spain is presupposed as a fact as well known as 
the martyrdom of Peter. Paul’s journey to Spain could have been deduced by 
the author of the Muratorian canon from his knowledge of the Epistle to the 
Romans, but not the passion of Peter. Tlius at the basis of this account of 
Paul’s trip to Spain there probably lies a tradition which at the end of the 
second century could very well have been legendary. On the other hand, it is 
less probable that the Roman author of I Clement at the end of the first century 
no longer had an independent tradition about the end of Paul’s life, and since 
he obviously wants to speak in chaps. 5 and 6 about Roman martyrs, there is 
a considerable probability that he reliably knew that Paul yet labored as a 
missionary in Spain and then died as a martyr in Rome (see E. Dinkier, ThRdsch 
25, 1959, 209 f.). Thus there exists the possibility, or probability, that Paul 
in Rome once again was released and later became a martyr in Rome. But the 
situations presupposed by the Pastorals for a journey in the East are not given 
by these witnesses, and just as little for a second Roman imprisonment, in 
which Paul expected to be imprisoned long enough after his first defense that 
he can yet ask Timothy to hasten to come to him before "the time of his 
departure has come” (II Tim. 4:6 ff., 16, 18, 21). 

The report of Paul’s second Roman imprisonment (first cited by Eus., EH 
II, 22, 2), from which II Timothy stems, and the related supposition of Paul’s 
journey in the East, which is defended by all modern advocates of the Pauline 
composition of the Pastorals, has, therefore, no kind of testimony for it outside 
the Pastorals, and must be characterized as an unfounded construction. 

3. The opposition against the false teachers. If we may regard the false teachers 
against whom the Pastorals are directed as a unified entity (in spite of Michaelis, 
Past, und Gefangenschaftsbriefe, 102 if.), then within this entity there are two 
prominent characteristics inextricably connected: Judaism or Jewish Christianity 
and Gnosticism. 

The opponents belong mostly to the Trepirop^ (Tit. 1:10), want to be 
teachers of the Law (I Tim. 1:7), instigate quarrels over the (Mosaic) Law 
(Tit. 3:9), and take money for their doctrinal discourses (Tit. 1:11; I Tim. 
6:5). They give "heed to Jewish myths” and "commands of men” (Tit. 1:14). 
They lead "dissensions, and quarrels over the [Mosaic] law” (Tit. 3:9). Ad- 
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hcrcnce to ritualistic regulations about clean and unclean (Tit. 1:14 f.) also 
shows a Jewish root of the heresy. However, it is not only Jewish Christians 
who are the spreaders of improper teaching (Tit. 1:10 £F.). Although this state¬ 
ment expressly refers to Crete, it also applies to I and II Timothy. The false 
teachers boast of their higher knowledge (I Tim. 6:20), speculate about series 
of eons (I Tim. 1:4; 4:7; Tit. 3:9), and practice asceticism through forbidding 
marriage and foods (I Tim. 4:3; Tit. 1:14 f.), and accordingly hold the Gnostic 
view that redemption comes through searching into the secrets of the upper 
world and through practice of asceticism. On that basis we can also understand 
the decidedly Gnostic concept, *'the resurrection is past already.” Two of the 
church members, Hymenaeus and Philetus, by holding to this false teaching, 
have “swerved from the truth” (II Tim. 2:18). The false teachers make an 
impression upon credulous souls, chiefly upon unstable women (II Tim. 3:6 f.; 
Tit. 1:11). Their preaching, which falsifies the truth and undermines morality, 
is the precursor of frightful eschatological errors in all areas of life (I Tim. 
4:1 ff.; II Tim. 3:1 ff.; 4:3 f.). 

If the Pastorals are concerned with a Gnosticism more or less modified by 
Jewish Christianity, then that corresponds exactly with that which we have 
observed as the danger to the congregation in Colossae (see pp. 239 f.). Although 
the false teachers who are opposed are Gnostics, there is, therefore, not the 
slightest reason for relating them to the great Gnostic systems of the second 
century. The supposition has been repeatedly advocated that the antiheretical 
polemic of the Pastorals is directed against Marcion, and that in connection 
with the avTiOicreL^ rrj^ ij/cvSiDvvfJLOv yvtoo-eo)? (I Tim. 6:20) we are to think of 
the ^Avrt^eaet? of Marcion, that great work in which the words and deeds of the 
creator of the world and of the good God were contrasted with one another 
(Goodspeed, Riddle-Hutson, J. Knox [see to $35, 2], 74, Gealy, v. Cam- 
penhausen; W. Bauer uncertain). This supposition, however, is prohibited not 
only by Marcion’s harsh opposition to the OT and Judaism, but also by the 
lack of any polemic in the Pastorals against specific Marcionite views. 

The Jewish-Christian, Gnostic heresy which the Pastorals combat is thus 
quite conceivable in the lifetime of Paul. But it is striking that in addition to 
prophecies about appearance of false teachers “in the last days” (I Tim. 4:1 ff.; 
II Tim. 3:1 ff., 13; 4:3 f.), we also find hints of the present activity of false 
teachers and instructions for their opposition (I Tim. 1:3 ff., 19 f.; 6:20 f.; 
II Tim. 2:16 fi.; 3:8; Tit. 1:10 flP.; 3:9 ff.). Moreover, we are unable to dis¬ 
tinguish between the teaching of those who are active in the present and those 
who are to come “in the last days.” Since in the Pastorals we nowhere find an 
allusion to the consciousness of living “in the last days,” the prophecy of the 
end-time, which obviously describes present phenomena, can only be a tradi¬ 
tional literary device (“vaticinium ex eventu”), which “Paul” now uses. It 
is still more striking henu the struggle against the false teachers takes place. 
In marked contrast to other Pauline epistles, even one so late as Colossians, the 
views of the false teachers are not refuted by confrontation with the preaching 
of Christ, but they are simply contrasted with the traditional teaching, from 
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which the false teachers have fallen away, and to which one ought to adhere 
(I Tim. 4:1; 6:20; II Tim. 1:14; 2:2; Tit. 3:10 f.). We cannot base this lack 
of factual controversy on the claim that Paul regards the babble of the false 
teachers as not worthy of refutation and presupposes that Timothy and Titus 
themselves know what is to be advanced against the false teachers (Guthrie), 
for then there would be no necessity to call the attention of the addressees 
to the danger of the heresy in detail. Rather, this lack points clearly to the 
supposition that Paul is not writing here. 

4. The congregational situation. In the instructions which Timothy and 
Titus receive for the establishment of the churches, the officials stand in the 
foreground: presbyters, bishops (I Tim. 3:1 If.; 5:17 ff.; Tit. 1:5 ff.) as leaders 
of the congregation, ordained through laying on of hands (I Tim. 5:22), and 
supported by the congregation (5:17 ff.); in addition, deacons (3:8 ff.) and 
widows (5:9 ff.). The chosen officeholders are the guardians of order in the 
individual congregations; therefore, every importance is placed upon the re¬ 
quirements which they must satisfy. Bearers of the Spirit, prophets, are men¬ 
tioned only in passing (I Tim. 1:18; 4:14). To be sure, the presbyters or 
bishops are not all preachers and teachers (I Tim. 5:17), but in the epistles 
extraordinarily much depends upon administrators who are well prepared to 
proclaim the Word, since they have to lead the battle against the false teachers 
(I Tim. 3:2; II Tim. 2:2; Tit. 1:9). 

We can hardly determine precisely whether in the Pastorals, in addition to 
the eVto-KOTTo? (I Tim. 3:2; Tit. 1:7), as a monarchical office, there is a majority 
of TTpcuPvTcpoL (I Tim. 5:17, 19; Tit. 1:5), and, therefore, a monarchical epis¬ 
copal office is presupposed (v. Campenhausen), or the bishop is at least the 
chief of the presbyters, though of the same status as the presbyters (Spicq), 
or whether Itt'kjkotto^ represents only another designation for the TTpid^vT^poi 
(Schweizer). There would be no problem at all if TrpecrpvrepoL in the Pastorals 
were always only a designation of age, as in I Tim. 5:1, and if iTriOecns rdiv 
Tov TrpearPvTcpiov (I Tim. 4:14) were to be translated, ‘‘laying on of hands, 
which makes a man an elder” (Jeremias). This translation, however, is unten¬ 
able, for it is constructed upon a technical rabbinic term, which would not have 
been understandable to a Greek reader, and it contradicts the usual NT use of 
TTpeapvripiov, Furthermore, in Tit. 1:5 tt peer Pvt €.poi clearly designates an office. 
Since in Tit. 1:5, 7 TTpeiTpvripov^ is taken up by tov Ittlctkottov^ and the “manage¬ 
ment” referred to in I Tim. 3:4f. and 5:17 is applied similarly to a bishop 
and to a presbyter, the Pastorals probably designate with cVio-kottos 
and TrpcffPvTcpo^ the same office, which is not yet monarchical. The change to 
the singular tov iirlaKOTrov in Tit. 1:7 is explained by the adoption of a bishop’s 
rule (Dibelius-Conzelmann). If, therefore, the Pastorals know only presbyter- 
bishops and, in addition, deacons (I Tim. 3:8, 12), then the office of presbyter- 
bishop is a civil office which has claim to payment (I Tim. 3:1; 5:17). As 
Timothy himself was ordained by the presbytery when the elders laid their 
hands upon him (I Tim. 4:14), Timothy ordains others to the office of presbyter- 
bishop by laying his hands upon them (I Tim. 5:22). Correspondingly, Tit. 1:5 
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directs Titus to ordain presbyters. Some scholars regard the office of Timothy or 
Titus, which is superior to the local church, as the actual bishop’s or metropoli¬ 
tan’s office (Easton, Gealy), or interpret these pupils of the Apostle as apostolic 
delegates (Guthrie). But v. Campenhausen has rightly emphasized that ‘*the 
presupposed situations yet remain much too indefinite” to identify the position 
of Timothy and Titus with a later ecclesiastical office. But we can recognize 
without further ado that the actual task of Timothy and Titus consists in 
preserving and handing down to their pupils the orthodox teaching which they 
have received from Paul (I Tim. 1 : 11 ; 6 : 20 ; II Tim. 1:14; 2 : 2 ). As little 
as the chain of succession from Paul through his pupils to officials in the 
congregations is established (against Schlier, Schmithals), so much is the chain 
of tradition emphasized, which begins with the Apostle (II Tim. 2 : 2 , 8 ). The 
presupposition behind this central role of the tradition is a church, which, in 
contrast to Paul’s imminent expectation, is already making provision for the 
time after the death of the tradition-bearers installed by the Apostle’s pupils 
(II Tim. 2:1 f.). If Paul doubtless did not know the task of the preservation of 
the tradition by ordained presbyters ( 7 rpecr/?vTe/oo 9 is not found in Paul as a 
designation of an office!), then the ecclesiastical office of the widows (I Tim. 
5:3 if.), whose basic task is continual prayer in connection with complete 
sexual abstinence (Miiller-Bardorffi), is especially strange to Paul. Although it 
is questionable whether the Pastorals presuppose the distinction between clergy 
and laity (Schlier, Spicq), there is nowhere anymore any consideration of an 
active cooperation and responsibility on the part of the congregation. In view 
of these factors we see that the Pastorals are the document **of an already rather 
highly developed canon law” (v. Campenhausen) in a church which is establish¬ 
ing itself in the world, a church such as Paul did not know. 

5 . The theology of the Pastorals. The Pastorals’ theological world of concep¬ 
tions corresponds fully with the above findings. To be sure, the Pastorals con¬ 
tain a series of sayings which are in line with the central thoughts of Paul: the 
salvation of the sinner through Christ (I Tim. 1:15 f.), the revelation of the 
grace of God now through the appearance of Christ (II Tim. 1:9 f.), justifica¬ 
tion not by works (Tit. 3:5), faith as the way to eternal life (I Tim. 1:16). 
On the other hand, we encounter Hellenistic terms for the event of salvation 
which would be strange to Paul: CTrec^av?; r) . . . iraihevovoa 

r}fid^ (Tit. 2:10 f.), ore ... 17 (j^iXavOpt^TrLa €Ve(/)di/ 7 / tov o-a>T 7 ;po 9 rjfxtdv dcov (Tit. 
3:4); and for the gift of salvation: Trpoo-Sexd/xci/ot t^v fxaKaplav eATrtSa Kal 
C 7 rt</>amav tov p.eyd\ov deov Kal aojTijpo^ rjpidiv *lr]aov ^picrTov (Tit. 2:13) ; 

for God: 6 p.6vos dOavaatav, (^ 0)9 oiKbjv aTTpoatTOV (I Tim. 6:16) , 6 p.aKdpLO<i Kal 
piovofs SvvdcTTrj^ (I Tim. 6:15); and Christ: e 7 rt(/)ama and creor^p for the earthly ap¬ 
pearance of Christ (II Tim. 1 : 10 ; Tit. 3:6), cU fiealTrjf; Oeov Kal dvOpuiiTOiv (I 
Tim. 2 : 5 ). The supposition that Paul since the beginning of his first Roman 
imprisonment expanded his mental range “in an entirely new environment,” 
which led “him to incorporate into his vocabulary words previously foreign to 
him,” especially words from the terminology of the emperor cult (Michaelis), 
makes Paul into a syncretist. 
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The description of the Christian life found in the Pastorals is even more 
striking than the divergent formulation of soteriological statements. Frequently 
the correct attitude of the Christian is called evai/ScLa (I Tim. 2:2; 4:7 f; 6:3, 
5 f., 11; II Tim. 3:5; Tit. 1:1); ttiVti?, to be sure, still often designates the 
attitude of faith (e.g., I Tim. 1:5), but also the rule of faith (I Tim. 3:9; 6:10; 
II Tim. 4:7, etc.), so that more than once the formula iv is encountered 

(I Tim. 1:2; 2:7, etc.); parallel with TrtcrTts in this sense stands then KaX^ 
hihauKaXia (I Tim. 4:6), ^ Kar evcripeiav StSacrKaAta (I Tim. 6:3), and above all 
vyLaivovaa SiSaaKaXia (I Tim. 1:10; II Tim. 4:3; Tit. 1:9; 2:1), or vyiaivovre^ 
XoyoL (I Tim. 6:3; II Tim. 1:13). From Christians is, therefore, demanded 
vyialvciv Iv Trj TrtWet (Tit. 1:13; 2:2) ; G(t)(f>p6v(t)fs /cat StKatw? koI evo-ejSiof; ^rjv (Tit. 
2:12) ; ype/xov /cat rjuv^iov pLov Stayctv Iv Traurj evacpda Kal crepLVOTrjTL (I Tim. 2:2) . 
To this rational, ethicized description of the Christian life and the Christian 
demand corresponds the fact that, as in Eph. 2:10, the plural cpya ayadd like¬ 
wise is found emphasized in I Tim. 2:10 and Tit. 2:14, like dya6^ or KaOapa 
(TvveL^yjGLf; in I Tim. 1:5; 3:9, etc.; that Iv Xpiar^ Tt/ctou appears connected only 
with concepts of salvation, not with persons (e.g., II Tim. 1:1; I Tim. 3:13); 
that TTvedpa is found only twice as designation of the Spirit of God given to 
the Christian (II Tim. 1:14; Tit. 3:5; in the second passage limited to the salva¬ 
tion in the Xovrpov iraXiyyiveGLas) ; and aJj/za does not appear at all. If we add the 
facts that, in spite of adherence to a coming final consummation (I Tim. 6:14; 
Tit. 2:13, etc.), there exists no living expectation of the end, as the provision 
for coming generations shows (see Schweizer, 67 f., Bultmann, 468, 53 5), and 
that in I Tim. 1:15 we find the same coarsened version of the Pailline self-judg¬ 
ment (I Cor. 15:9 f.) as in Eph. 3:8, then there can be no doubt that in these 
epistles it is not Paul who speaks but a Christian of later primitive Christianity. 
M. Dibclius called this Christianity which is settling down in the world and 
which speaks a strongly Hellenistic language a ‘^bourgeois” Christianity (see 
excursus to I Tim. 1:10; 2:2), and thereby doubtless hit upon an essential 
characteristic of this **piety.” But at the same time it is ‘*a somewhat faded 
Paulinism” (Bultmann), for the grace which has appeared qualifies the Chris¬ 
tian first of all for a pious life in this aeon (Tit. 2:11 f.). Therefore, it cer¬ 
tainly induces a falsification into the Pauline theology if we include the Pas¬ 
torals in our representation of Pauline thought (Cerfaux in Robert-Feuillet, 
529 [with agreement by B. Rigaux, see lit. to ^12, 152], in spite of his ad¬ 
herence to the Pauline composition of the Pastorals, demands that we should 
not **use the Pastorals in pure scientific work for the determination of the 
theology of the Apostle or for the reconstruction of primitive Christian history 
without plain caution”!). To say that the Pastorals do not reproduce the 
theology of Paul, is not at all to say that their ^'bourgeois Christianity” does 
not in many respects represent a necessary new interpretation of the primitive 
message under the presupposition of the abandoned imminent expectation. The 
question as to whether the Pastorals represent a relevant and necessary develop¬ 
ment of the Pauline proclamation, or its full or partial falsification, cannot be 
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answered by a literary judgment in respect to thei^pS^r but only by 
critical, theological examination of them. 


4. Purpose, Time, Place of Composition 

As literary entities, the Pasto^ls are not homogeneous. On the one hand, in 

I Timothy and Titus the directions for organization of the churches, teaching 
of the classes, and opposition to the false teachers form the actual contents, so 
that in essence these two Epistles treat ecclesiastical order. On the other hanc^ 

II Timothy consists of an admonition of Paul, who is going to his death, to his 

pupil to stand firm and to fight heresy, i.e., the Epistle has the form of a 
literary testament. And whereas in all three Epistles Paul plainly appears as 
the author, it is only in II Timothy that we find personal correspondence to a 
considerable extent. If the Pastorals, on the basis of the numerous facts already 
discussed, cannot be Pauline epistles, then they are pseudonymous writings. 
Hence we must ask what character this pseudonymity has, or, how we are to 
judge concerning the personalia of the Epistles. Because some of these notices 
sound as if they are personal reports without any tendency (especially II Tim. 
4:9-21; Tit. 3:12 f.), scholars since 1836 have advocated the thesis in the most 
varied ways that the Pastorals contain a series of fragments of authentic Pauline 
epistles, which the author of the Pastorals has inserted into his compositions 
(see the enumeration in Goguel, IV, 2, 500 note). Especially Harrison 

has taken pains to piece together from separate verses, first, five, later three, 
genuine notes, which originally belonged together. He then placed these notes 
within the history of Paul up to his imprisonment in Rome (see further Appel, 
Goguel, Falconer, McNeile-Williams, Henshaw, Heard, Sparks, Scott, Schmithals; 
Easton and Michel, uncertain). Two decisive reasons, however, weigh against this 
supposition (cf. also Guthrie, 224 ff.) : a) It is not clear how such small epistles 
or epistolary fragments of Paul could have been preserved nor why the author of 
the Pastorals should have inserted them so splintered into his epistles, b) The 
arrangement of these fragments, which only hint at their situation, into the 
life of Paul that is known to us is only possible hypothetically. Thus we can 
obtain no certainty as to whether a section really is a genuine fragment simply 
because it fits into a situation known to us; and there is no other criterion of 
authenticity in this case. But in any event, we must consider that this theory, 
if it possesses probability, presupposes the oddity that the author of the Pastorals 
writes in the name of Paul and thinks that he is able to give these pseudonymous 
writings the appearance of authenticity through insertion of genuine fragments. 

Rather, we must recognize the fact that the three Pastorals, which presumably 
stem from the same author, purport to be Pauline epistles not only through their 
addresses but also through personal remarks, the mention of additional persons, 
and greetings. According to Harrison, the writer only intended to express in 
the well-known form of the Pauline epistles what, in his opinion and the 
opinion of his readers, *‘the Apostle would have said had he been still alive”; 
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the reader was not at all to suppose that it was a question of genuine Pauline 
epistles (ExpT 195 5-56, 77). Since nothing in the Pastorals indicates that they 
were intended to be Pauline only in appearance, Harrison’s view is extremely 
improbable. But precisely if we must suppose that the author really writes in 
the role of Paul, and that the pseudonymity, in contrast to Ephesians, is carried 
out with emphasis (v. Campenhausen, Kir Miches Amt, 121 f. rightly compares 
II Peter), then it is questionable whether the biographical situation of each in¬ 
dividual epistle is so thought through that the writer was clear in which period 
of the Pauline activity (known to us or imagined by him) the individual 
epistle was to be placed (Maurer’s attempt to reconstruct the situation presup¬ 
posed by the author from the supposition that the doubtless secondary reading 
7rpocre\06vT€^ [Acts 20:5] lay before the author, is not feasible; see Michaelis, 
EinL, 250 ff.). We probably cannot determine cither the presupposed situation 
of the individual epistles or the sequence of their composition. Rather, the 
author wants to support the churches near to him (in Asia Minor?) in the 
danger which is indicated by the false teaching. Writing as a pupil of Paul in 
the name of Paul, he shows the churches how to repulse the false teachers 
through correct order in the churches, through sound doctrine, and through 
a pious life according to the teaching of Paul, to the end that Christians may 
“become heirs in hope of eternal life” (Tit. 3:7). 

We know nothing concrete concerning the author. According to v. Campen¬ 
hausen the author was Polycarp of Smyrna. But this hypothesis is incompatible 
with the striking literary difference between the Pastorals and Polycarp’s Epistle 
to the Philippians, as well as with the already mentioned improbability of placing 
the Pastorals after Marcion (see also E. Kiisemann, VuF 1949-50, 1951-52, 215). 
And the suggestion that the author possessed rabbinic schooling (Michel, 
Nauck) is as little demonstrable as the proposal that he himself was an office¬ 
holder (v. Campenhausen). The factual and linguistic relationship of the Pas¬ 
torals with Polycarp prompts the supposition that the Pastorals arose in Asia 
Minor, though no actual proof is possible. A too late dating is opposed not only 
by the strong Pauline heritage which obviously stems “from living church tradi¬ 
tion” (Kiisemann), but also by the rudimentary character of the Gnosticism 
which is resisted (see pp. 266 ff.). Thus the time best suited for composition is 
just after the turn of the second century. 
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Commentaries, see p. 390. Studies; W. Wrede, Das literarische Ratsel des Hb., 
1906; R. Perdelwitz, '*Das literarische Problem des Hb.,” ZNW 11, 1910, 59 ff. 
105 fiF.; Th. Haering, *'Gedankengang und Grundgedanken des Hb.,” ZNW 18, 
1917, 145 ff.; A. C. Purdy, “The Purpose of the Epistle to the Hebrews,” in: Amicitiae 
Corolla, 1933, 253 ff.; E. Kasemann, Das wandernde Gottesvolk, FRLANT, N. F. 
37, 1938 (= ^961); T. W. Manson, “The Problem of the Epistle to the Hebrews,” 
BJRL 32, 1949-50, Iff. (= Manson, St., 242 ff.); A. Oepke, Das ncnc Gottesvolk, 
1950, 17 ff., 57 ff.; W. F. Howard, “The Epistle to the Hebrews,” Int 5, 1951, 80 ff.; 
W. Manson, The Epistle to the Hebrews, 1953; G. Schille, “Erwagungen zur Hohe- 
priesterlehre des Hb.,” ZNW 46, 1955, 81 ff.; idem, “Erwagungen zu Hb. 11,” 
ZNW 51, 1960, 112 ff.; F. Lo Bue, “The Historical Background of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews,” JBL 75, 1956, 52 ff.; C. P. M. Jones, “The Epistle to the Hebrews and 
the Lucan Writings,” StG, 1957, 113 ff.; H. Thyen, Der Stil der Judisch-Hellenisti- 
schen Hofnilie, FRLANT, N. F. 47, 1956, 16 ff.; Y. Yadin, “The Dead Sea Scrolls 
and the Epistle to the Hebrews,” Scripta Hierosolymitana IV, 195 8, 36 ff.; J. Danielou, 
Qumran mid der Ursprung des Christentums, 1958, 148 ff.; The Dead Sea Scrolls and 
Primitive Christianity, Tr. Salvator Attanasio, 1958; C. Spicq, “L’Lpitre aux Hebreux, 
Apollos, Jean-Baptiste, les Hellenistes et Qumran,” RdQ 1, 19 58-59, 365 ff.; idem, 
DBS VII, 1961, 226 ff.; H. Kosmala, “Hebraer—Essener—Christen,” Studia Post- 
Biblica I, 1959, 1 ff.; J. Schneider, RGG ® III, 1959, 106 ff.; F. C. Synge, Plebrews 
and the Scriptures, 1959; W. Nauck, “Zum Aufbau des Hb.,” Judentum, Urchristen- 
tum, Kirche, Festschr, J. Jeremias, Beih. ZNW 26, 1960, 199 ff.; F. J. Schierse, LThK 
V, 1960, 45 ff.; R. Schnackenburg, Die Kirche im NT, 1961, 81 ff.; J. Betz, Die 
Eucharistic in der Zeit der griech. Ydter II, 1, 1961, 144 ff.; W. L. Duliere, “Antioche 
et la lettre aux Hebreux,” ZRGG 13, 1961, 216 ff.; J. Coppens, “Les affinitcs qum- 
raniennes de FLpitre aux Hebreux,” NRTh 94, 1962, 128 ff., 257 ff.; B. Rigaux, 
see lit. to § 12, 201 ff. 


1. Contents 

The plan of Hebrews is characterized by two peculiarities: 1) the expositions 
begin at once, without an epistolary introduction; 2) contrary to most Pauline 
epistles, the exhortatory section does not come only at the conclusion of the 
‘"Epistle,” but the expositions are more than once interrupted by paraeneses 
(2:1-4; 3:7-4:11; 4:14-16; 5:11-6:12; 10:19-39; 12:1-13:17), which evi¬ 
dently are the actual goal of all the expositions (Michel, Kuss, Nauck). The 
very diverse attempts to distinguish between a dogmatic and a paraenetic part 
(lately Coppens), or to discover an arrangement on the basis of the Christo- 
logical concepts of the Epistle (cf. the survey in Spicq, £/. hibl, I, 27 ff., and 
Rigaux, 212 ff.) are as little convincing as the supposition that Hebrews is 
divided according to the scheme of Greek exhortatory discourses into prologue 
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(1:1-4:13), two expositions about Jesus the High Priest (4:14-6:20; 7:1-10: 
18), and epilogue (10:19-13:25) (Haering, Windisch). Rather, Nauck has 
shown that Hebrews is organized by means of paraeneses, which from time to 
time stand in parallel form at the beginning and ending of a larger section 
(similarly Schierse). Upon the basis of this insight there results the following 
train of thought in three chief parts: 

I. Hear the word of God in the Son Jesus Christ, who is higher than the 
angels and Moses (1:1—4:13). In 1:1-4^? the eschatological superiority of the 
Son of God over the prophets and angels as the bearer of the word of God 
and destroyer of sins is stressed thematically. Then Jesus’ superiority over the 
angels is shown through a scriptural proof: He has the higher name of the 
Son (1:4Z^-14). Tlierefore, we must give heed to his word (2:1-4). He was made 
lower than the angels, in that he became man and suffered death, in order that 
according to God’s will he might thus become the perfect pioneer of salvation 
for his brethren (2:5-18). Jesus is also exalted above Moses, for Moses was only 
a servant in God’s house, whereas Jesus as the Son is Lord over God’s house (3: 
1-6). Hence Christians must beware of losing the promised rest of God through 
unbelief and disobedience, as did the contemporaries of Moses (3:7-19). They 
must do their utmost to win their share in the promise which applies to them 
as the people of God (4:1-11), for God’s word impels to decision (4:12 f.). 

II. Let us draw near to the High Priest of the heavenly sanctuary and hold 
fast to our confession (4:14-10:31). We ought to hold fast to Jesus, the 
heavenly High Priest (4:14-16). He proves his high priesthood by the fact 
that he shares in human weakness, is appointed by God, and has perfected his 
calling through the obedience of suffering (5:1-10). There follows a paraenetical 
interlude which is to arouse the readers to attention to the fundamental truths 
of the Christian faith, which are developed here (5:11-6:20): They must 
overcome their obtuseness, which actually makes necessary a repetition of ele¬ 
mentary Christian instruction (5:11-6:18), and lay hold upon the certainty 
of hope, for God has authenticated the goal of their salvation by an oath (6:9- 
20). Then the portrayal of Jesus’ high priesthood is resumed; he is the perfect, 
eternal High Priest after the order of Mclehizedek—holy, sinless, guarantor of 
a better order of God, whose everlasting priesthood guarantees full salvation 
(ch. 7). He is the heavenly High Priest upon the basis of his definitive, once- 
and-for-all self-sacrifice (8:1-10:18); as priest in the heavenly sanctuary he 
serves the new order of God, which is better than that of the OT (ch. 8). In 
place of the insufficient sacrifices in the earthly sanctuary he has offered him¬ 
self, and through his own blood has effected an eternally valid redemption (9:1- 
15). But this once-and-for-all self-sacrifice of Christ was necessary (9:16-28) 
and provides the perfect forgiveness of sins, which the sacrifice of animals in 
the OT cultus was unable to accomplish (10:1-18). Let us, therefore, hold fast 
to this High Priest in confession and not fall back into sin (10:19-31). 

III. Hold fast to Jesus Christ, the pioneer and perfecter of our faith (10:32- 
13:17). Since the readers earlier had stood firm in suffering, now they ought 
also to wait on the coming of the Lord in steadfast patience (10:32-39). For 
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the power of such faith, which hopes in future things and is certain of invisible 
things, there is a cloud of witnesses, from Abel unto Jesus, the pioneer and 
perfecter of faith (11:1-12:3). In the sufferings, which are a divine means 
of discipline, let us look to Jesus and faithfully persevere (12:4-17). We dare 
not reject God’s unique revelation in Christ, else God’s frightful judgment 
threatens us (12:18-29). Thence there follows the duty of brotherly love, of 
a chaste and frugal life, of patient endurance, and of following the leaders 
(13:1-17). Then comes the epistolary conclusion (13:18-25): personalia, 
greetings, and benediction. 

2. The Tradition About the Epistle 

Hebrews was already known and esteemed by I Clem. 17:1; 36:2-5, without 
being cited by title and author’s name. The superscription, **To the Hebrews” 
(IIpo? ‘E^patov?), is first attested by Pantaenus (in Eus., EH VI, 14, 4), then 
by Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian; also the earliest manuscripts (^ ^®) 
have it already. It obviously stems from the time of the collection of primitive 
/ Christian epistles, and gives expression to the opinion that Hebrews was written 
to Jewish Christians (the contention that Up6<; ^E/Spaiov^ means Against the 
Jews” is not tenable, even with reference to the polemical parts of the Epistle, 
against Synge). Marcion does not have the Epistle in his Apostolikon. Accord¬ 
ing to early Alexandrian tradition, Hebrews was regarded as a Pauline epistle, 
as is shown by Pantaenus’ reflections about the missing address, Clement of 
Alexandria’s conjectures about Luke as the translator of the Hebraic Pauline 
epistle (Eus., EH VI, 14, 2f.), and the alignment of Hebrews in the Pauline 
corpus after Romans ($‘^®). Origen regarded it as Pauline, to be sure, only 
indirectly. A pupil wrote down the thoughts of the Apostle but set them forth 
in his own style: tU 6 ypaxpa^ rr^v IttlgtoX^v, to plv aX7]0l^ 6€o<: oIScv (in Eus., 
EH VI, 25, 11 flF.; see WGK, NT, 5). 

In the entire Greek and also Syrian Church Hebrews, since the third century, 
^ was classed, without exception, among the canonical Pauline epistles. In most 
manuscripts it stands after the congregational epistles (after II Thessalonians) 
and before the private epistles (I Timothy, etc.), but in the western tradition 
at the close of the Pauline epistles, after Philemon. In the earlier tradition, the 
place of Hebrews is unique in —between Romans and Corinthians; yet 

this arrangement is also occasionally found later (see W. H. P. Hatch, '‘The 
Position of Hebrews in the Canon of the NT,” HarvThR 29, 1936, 133 ff.). 
/ In the West Hebrews was not regarded as a Pauline epistle until the fourth 
century. Just as it is missing in the Muratorian canon, so also in the African 
canon of c. 3 50 (see Preuschen, Aitalecta, 37). The anti-Montanist, Gaius 
(c. 200), does not classify it among the Pauline epistles, and still at the time 
of Eusebius the Roman Church is of the same opinion (see Eus., EH VI, 20, 
3; VI, 13, 6). Cyprian, Ambrosiaster, and others do not mention it. Irenaeus 
and Hippolytus know it but deny its composition by Paul (Th. Zahn, Geschichte 
des Ntl. Kanons I, 1888, 296, note 2). We first find a tradition about Barnabas 
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as author of the Epistle in Tertullian {de pud., 20). Tertullian cites Hebrews 
as noncanonical, but as a widely recognized ecclesiastical writing: *Tor there 
exists [an Epistle] to the Hebrews [with the] superscription of Barnabas, a man 
with sufficient authorization from God” [extat enim et Barnabae titulus ad 
Hebraeos, a deo satis auctorati viri]. We do not know the origin of this tradition. 
Only from the second half of the fourth century on, under the influence of inter¬ 
communication among Western and Eastern theologians, was the Western canon 
assimilated to the Eastern, and Hebrews recognized as the fourteenth Pauline 
epistle (see §36, 2). 

In the Reformation period doubts again emerged, first by Erasmus and 
Cajetan, in connection with Hieronymus’ reports about criticism in the early 
church (see WGK, NT, 10). Luther separated Hebrews from the Pauline 
epistles, and placed it with James, Jude, and Revelation after the "really certain 
principal books of the NT,” chiefly because the Epistle declares as impossible 
a second repentance after apostasy from faith (see "Preface to the Epistle to the 
Hebrews,” 1522). Melanchthon, Calvin, and Beza regarded it as non-Pauline. 
The Council of Trent decreed the existence of fourteen Pauline epistles in the 
NT, and thereby the composition of Hebrews by Paul. From the end of the six¬ 
teenth century on, almost all Protestants returned to the supposition of Pauline 
origin. But with the Enlightenment doubt was again awakened (J. D. Michaelis; 
see WGK, NT, 85), and Bleek in 1828 brought forth the conclusive proof of 
its non-Pauline origin. 

In 1914 the papal biblical commission decided that Hebrews is to be classified 
among the authentic Pauline epistles; on the other hand, Paul need not have 
published Hebrews "in that form in which it stands [now]” [ea forma qua 
prostat] {Enchiridton Bihlicmn, ^1956, 129 f.). Since then, however, an ever 
\J greater number of Catholic scholars have accepted the view that Hebrews does 
not derive even indirectly from Paul, but is the work of an independent Pauline 
pupil (Wikenhauser, Schafer, Benoit in the BdJ, Cambier in Robert-Feuillet, 
Kuss, Schierse, Spicq, Rigaux). It is expressly declared that since the scholar is 
free in respect to the decisions of the biblical commission in so far as they do 
not touch the "truth of faith and morals” [veritas fidei et morum], he is 
also free to question the authorship (cf. E. Vogt, Bb 36, 1955, 564 f.; J. Dupont, 
RB 62, 1955, 414 ff.). 


3. Literary Character 

'^The plan of Hebrews is not the same as that of the Pauline epistles. As a rule, 
Paul has an exhortatory concluding section follow the doctrinal or controversial 
questions. In Hebrews, on the other hand, the doctrinal discussions are frequently 
interrupted by shorter or longer exhortations (see p. 273 f.). Also style, language, 
and manner of expression are different from those of Paul. Only the epistolary 
conclusion (13:18 ff.) has frequent points of contact with Paul and can point 
to connections with Paul. But Hebrews has its own vocabulary and refined 
stylistic taste, which reveal a writer who, in quite a different degree from 
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Paul, relies upon the means of expression of Greek rhetoric (cf. Spicq, b'tbl. 
I, 351 ff.). The Epistle is one of the books written in the best Greek in the NT. 

The theology of Hebrews also is not Pauline. To be sure, much is reminiscent 
of Paul: e.g., Christ the Son, the pre-existent agent in creation; Christ’s death 
for sins as the central expression of salvation; the conception of '*God’s new 
order” {Katv^ cf. I Cor. 11:25; II Cor. 3:6, 14; Gal. 4:24); the decisive 

significance of faith; use of similar passages in scriptural proof (10:38; cf. 
Rom. 1:17; Gal. 3:11: Hab. 2:4 or 2:6 ff.; cf. I Cor. 15:27: Ps. 8); reminiscences 
j of Paul’s statements (cf. 5:12 ff. with I Cor. 3:1 ff.). Somehow, the conceptual 
world of Hebrews must have been touched by the spirit of Paul. But Hebrews, 
in its erudite form, is definitely differentiated from that of the Apostle. None 
of the features mentioned is carried out in Paul’s manner. Where Paul speaks of 
Christ’s resurrection, Hebrews speaks of his exaltation in heaven. The result of 
Christ’s saving work, which Paul summarizes as reconciliation with God, He¬ 
brews preferably calls purification, sanctification, perfection {KaOapl^eLVy dytdfctr, 
T€\€Lovv ). The chief, prevailing conception of Hebrews’ Christology, Christ’s 
high priesthood, is missing in Paul. The concept of God’s new order is inde¬ 
pendently developed by Hebrews and placed in the center of things. Hebrews 
has as little to say about justification by faith, not by works of the Law, as 
about the dichotomy between flesh and spirit, or about cri’i/ Xpio-rw. The concept 
of Gentiles and Jews plays no role in Hebrews’ theology of history. Quite differ- 
V ently from Paul, Hebrews views the Law essentially from the aspect of cult, as 
an institution of atonement, which is supposed to remove sins of weakness; it 
does not stand in opposition to the NT revelation of salvation, but is its in¬ 
complete preparation. Paul nowhere maintains the impossibility of second re¬ 
pentance (6:4 ff.; 10:26; 12:17; cf. Spicq, bibl. I, 145 ff.). 
y Even Hebrews’ relation to other religions is different from that of Paul. Points 
of contact between Hebrews and the spirit of Alexandrian Judaism, especially 
Philo, are clear./Unimpeded by the historical meaning of the scriptural words, 
Hebrews uses and interprets the OT in the manner of the Alexandrians, thinking 
entirely of ascertaining the deeper, truer sense. That is accomplished by artistic 
introduction of the author’s own thoughts (4:3), by interpretation of proper 
names (7:2), by relating as many scriptural passages as possible to Christ (1: 
5 ff.; 2:6 ff., 12 f.; 10:5 ff.), by means of allegorical exposition, which extracts 
from the scriptural word a mysterious meaning with reference to the present 
(11:13 ff.; 13:11 ff.), and above all by comparison of OT persons and institu¬ 
tions with the ideal NT ones, to which they correspond, i.e., by typological 
exegesis. Melchizedek is the type of the true NT High Priest (ch. 7); the earthly 
tabernacle is the shadowy copy of the heavenly sanctuary (8:2, 5); the Law 
contains only a silhouette of the good things to come, not the form of these 
realities themselves (10:1). With ever new variations Hebrews alludes to the 
contrast between shadow and reality, earthly and heavenly (9:23 f.; 8:1 fi.), 
created and uncreated (9:11), past and future (9:1 ff.; 13:14; 2:5), transient 
and permanent (7:3, 24; 10:34; 12:27; 13:14). It intends to convince the 
readers of the sole reality of the invisible, heavenly realities to come (11:1; 
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6:4 i,; 11:16; 12:22; 10:1). Although Hebrews* direct acquaintanceship with 
Philo is improbable (against Spicq, Purdy), it is clear that it was strongly in¬ 
fluenced by the spirit and forms of expression of the Hellenistic synagogue 
/ (Michel, Thyen, Coppens). According to form and content, Hebrews stands 
^ closer to the Hellenistic literature and intellectual world than do the Pauline 
epistles. 

Moreover, Hebrews in its Christology, as well as in its prevailing conception 
/ of the “wandering people of God,*’ shows a clear connection with Gnostic 
ideas (Kasemann, Michaelis, Albertz), which likewise goes far beyond that 
which can be observed in connection with Paul. Further, certain scholars re- 
/ cently, and in various ways, have attempted to establish that the intellectual 
world of Qumran influenced Hebrews (Schnackenburg, Betz), or at least that 
Hebrews is an appeal to former members of the Qumran sect of Essenes whose 
theological proclivities were similar to those of the author (Kosmala, Yadin). 
Coppens, on the other hand, has convincingly demonstrated that no specific 
parallels between Hebrews and the intellectual world of Qumran appear; rather, 
distinctive Qumran language has no analogy in Hebrews. Hebrews belongs 
^ entirely in the sphere of influence of Hellenistic Judaism and of the original 
Gnosticism which came into contact with part of this Judaism. 

If, in spite of some parallels, Hebrews varies decisively from Paul literarily 
and theologically, as well as in respect to its relations with other religions, then 
the question about its literary character becomes all the more urgent. Since 
Hebrews has no epistolary introduction, but does have an epistolary conclusion 
reminiscent of Paul’s epistolary style, some scholars have sought to trace back 
this lack of epistolary introduction to accidental or intentional excisement 
(Julicher, Fcine, E/w/.®), or to the literary intention of the writer of the Epistle 
(Goguel, Windisch, T. W. Manson, Spicq, Feine-Behm), and on the basis of this 
supposition to regard Hebrews as an actual epistle. Since both suppositions are 
hardly evident, and the “Epistle** otherwise shows no epistolary character, others 
have conjectured that the author, through the addition of the epistolary ending, 
wanted to create the impression of a Pauline epistle (Wrede, Dibelius, Good- 
speed), or the epistolary ending was attached by a strange hand, in order to 
send the unepistolary document to another congregation (Perdelwitz, Thyen). 
But at most the mention of Timothy (13:23) could merely have suggested to 
the original readers that Paul was the writer of the Epistle, and nothing points 
to an addition by a strange hand. 

^ It is, therefore, most improbable that the entire piece of writing was com¬ 
posed or prepared as a real or alleged epistle. Rather, there is every reason to 
believe that here we have to do with a discourse. The expression 6 Aoyo? 
TrapaK^Tjaeu)^ (13:22), which, after all, stands next to iTridreiXa v/xlv, does not 
point so much in the direction of a discourse as do the frequent references to 
the author’s speaking (2:5; 5:11; 6:9; 8:1; 9:5), and especially to the lack of 
time for the discourse (11:32). On the other hand, this discourse obviously 
presupposes definite Christians as listeners, into whose special situation the 
writer enters (5:11 ff.; 6:9 f.; 10:25, 32 ff.; 12:4 f.). The promise to come 
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soon (13;19, 23), like the greeting in 13:24, has meaning only in respect to 
certain readers. The supposition, which was first advocated by J. Berger (1797), 
that Hebrews is a sermon sent to another congregation has rightly gained wide 
recognition in a modified form:(A sermon which was written down for a par¬ 
ticular community, was sent, with an epistolary conclusion, by the author to 
that community^ (cf., e.g., Albertz, McNeile-Williams, Wikenhauser, Klijn, 
Schierse, Windisch, Strathmann, Kuss, Spicq, Ocpke, Nauck). The suggestion 
that this sermon is a homily on a specific passage of Scripture, such as Jer. 
31:31-34, cannot be proved. Likewise, the conjecture that the sermon is based 
upon earlier separate treatises of the author (Spicq, Michel, Schneider) is un¬ 
necessary. Especially the suppositions of a secondary joining together of exegetical 
and paraenetic pieces by a redactor (Synge) and of interpolations of 5:11^-14 
and 6:5, 6b (Kosmala) are completely arbitrary. It is altogether probable that 
the author used previously fixed traditions (e.g., in 1:3; 11:1-38; 13:14; cf. 
Michel, ad loc,, and Kasemann, ThLZ 75, 1950, 428), even if the reconstruction 
of such pieces of tradition by Schille is not convincing. But what intention the 
author followed in composing and sending this unusually long sermon to a con¬ 
gregation known to him, we can recognize only when we have asked about the 
readers addressed. 


4. Readers 

For a long time Hebrews, even independently of its superscription, was gen¬ 
erally regarded as an epistle for Jewish Christians. In support of this view 
scholars appealed to the manner of argumentation, which moves entirely within 
OT conceptions and presupposes the most precise knowledge of Jewish views 
and concepts, especially of the nature of OT sacrifices. They also cited the 
abundance of OT quotations and the extent of scriptural proof. They called 
attention to the theological discussions directed toward Jews about the superior¬ 
ity of God’s new order over the old, about the high priesthood of Jesus and his 
service of sacrifice, and especially about Jesus’ preeminence over Moses (3:1 ff.). 
Hence these scholars readily sought the readers in the original home of Jewish 
Christianity, Palestine or Jerusalem. Recently, scholars in various ways have 
advocated the thesis that the addressees were Essene priests (Danielou, Spicq, 
RdQ, DBS), or former members of Qumran (Yadin, Betz), who perhaps had 
not yet accepted Jesus as Messiah (Kosmala). 

But neither the priestly nor the Qumran origin of the readers can be made 
^ probable in any way, and it follows clearly from 3:1 f., 4; 6:4-6, 9; 10:23, 26; 
and 12:22-24 that the readers were Christians. Moreover, the Epistle certainly 
is not addressed to Jerusalem. The primitive church was poor and needed the 
support of foreign congregations (cf. the collections for them in Antioch and 
in Paul’s missionary territory). But the receivers of Hebrews themselves re¬ 
peatedly supported others (6:10). 2:3 f. and 13:7 also are not suitable to the 
members of the primitive community. And the one persecution, to which the 
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readers were exposed soon after their conversion (10:32 ff.), does not coincide 
with the periods of suffering of the Christians in Jerusalem known to us from 
Acts. 

But also the hypothesis of Jewish-Christian readers outside of Palestine, which 
is advocated either generally (Appel, Strathmann, Meinertz, Schafer, Cambier in 
Robert-Feuillet, Benoit in the BdJ, Coppens), or with limitation to a Jewish- 
Christian minority (Howard, W. Manson, Lo Bue, Spicq, bibl.y Guthrie), is 
extremely improbable, in view of the reference to the necessity of faith in God 
(6:1; 11:6). And contrary to Appel and W. Manson, we nowhere note that 
the readers manifest an inclination toward Judaism. 

A supposition with greater probability was first advocated by E. M. Roeth 
(1836): The readers were predominantly Gentile Christians or simply Christians 
(thus, e.g., Julicher, Wrede, Windisch, Michaelis, Albertz, Henshaw, Schierse, 
Michel, Oepke, Feine-Behm, Kasemann, Kuss). At an early date the Gentile 
Christians were also regarded as heirs of the blessings and promises of the OT 
people of God. As Christians, they are the true Israel, the chosen people (Gal. 
6:16; I Cor. 10:1, "our fathers”; I Pet. 2:9), for whom the OT was written 
(Rom. 15:4; I Cor. 10:11; I Pet. 1:12). The mission of primitive Christianity 
generally made the OT into the Bible of the new congregations, in which they 
were thoroughly steeped; thus for them it was an incontestable authority and 
a conclusive source of proof. Already in Galatians Paul expects ordinary Gen¬ 
tile Christians to understand difficult OT scriptural proofs. How much more 
can that happen in respect to readers for whom such a highly finished epistle as 
Hebrews is intended, readers who thus must stand upon a certain cultural level. 
If the author had wanted to inculcate Jewish Christians anew with the funda¬ 
mental teachings of Christianity (5:12 fF.), then he would not have cited "re¬ 
pentance from dead works and . . . faith toward God, . . . instruction about 
ablutions, the laying on of hands, the resurrection of the dead, and eternal 
judgment” (6:1 f.), but the person and work of Christ and the presence of 
God in the Spirit. What he enumerates are fundamental articles of Gentile mis¬ 
sion preaching (Windisch). 13:9 refers to Jewish teachings and food regulations 
as something strange and unfamiliar, and those who occupy themselves with 
such matters are held before the readers as a warning. That is not possibly in¬ 
tended for Jewish Christians. The warning against "falling away from the 
living God” (3:12) points rather to Gentile-Christian than to Jewish-Christian 
readers. Hebrews does not know the contrast between Jews and Gentiles at all, 
and does not even have the words TovSato? and cOvr], The author writes to 
Christians as Christians. 

These Christians, however, are not endangered by a definite heresy. What is 
meant by the "foods” which do not strengthen the heart (13:9) is not at all 
plain, but the readers are not decisively characterized by the evaluation of foods 
which is rejected here. In spite of their admirable Christian past (6:10; 
10:32 ff.), the readers are marked by lassitude of faith, fear of suffering, and 
lack of faithfulness toward the congregation (5:11 f.; 10:25, 35; 12:3 f., 12 f.; 
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13:17). Against such "general weaknesses” (Kuss), Hebrews intends to warn 
its readers by portraying the greatness of the salvation which is at stake and 
by referring to the eschatological urgency of renewed earnestness in respect 
to the enlightenment once received (6:4), Here we obviously find ourselves in 
a later period of Christian development. 

Where to seek for the readers is a question which, in view of the lack of con¬ 
crete data in Hebrews, is answered in the most varied ways. Scholars have con¬ 
jectured Corinth (Lo Bue), Ephesus (Howard), the Lycus Valley (T. W. 
Manson), Antioch (Spicq), and Cyprus (Riggenbach). 

Recently it has often been supposed that the Epistle was directed to Rome 
(Michaelis, McNeile-Williams, Strathmann, W. Manson, Feine-Bchm, Good- 
speed; Michel and Albertz think of an Italian church outside Rome). In favor 
of Rome we can cite these points: 1) Hebrews was first attested in Rome by 
I Clement. 2) The characterization of the administrators of the congregation as 
06 rjyoviievoL (13:7, 17, 24) is the same as in I Clem. 1:3; cf. 21:6; Herm., 
V. II 2, 6; III 9, 7 (TrporjyovfxevoL) . 3) "Those who come from Italy send you 
greetings” (13:24), can most naturally be understood by assuming that the 
writer is outside of Italy and that the Italians who are among his associates send 
greetings to their fellow countrymen. But since this reference can also be under¬ 
stood as a greeting from Italy (see Spicq, bibl. I, 261 ff.), Rome or another 
Itahan congregation remains only one possibility as the address of Hebrews. 


5. Author 

Since the author of Hebrews keeps himself entirely in the background—only 
his close connection with Timothy (13:23) points to the Pauline circle, if here 
the well-known companion of Paul is meant—the most diverse possibilities have 
been discussed, of which we mention the following: 

1. Paul. This supposition today is advocated only seldom, even on the Catholic 
side; we have already shown that it is untenable (see pp. 276 f.). 

2. Luke. Clement of Alexandria (see p. 275), because of Hebrews* stylistic 
relationship with Acts, regarded Luke as the translator of the epistle written 
by Paul in Hebrew. But Hebrews is no translation and diverges so strikingly 
from Acts in style and theological peculiarity that the author of Acts is not to 
be considered as the author of Hebrews. 

3. Clement of Rome. This early hypothesis, known already by Origen (see 
p. 275), runs aground on the impossibility of considering Hebrews and I 
Clement as the work of the same man, and upon the literary dependence of 
I Clement upon Hebrews. 

4. Apollos. First discussed by Luther and emphatically advocated by Bleek, 
this hypothesis has found many supporters (lately, Zahn, Appel, Howard, 
T. W. Manson, Lo Bue, Spicq). Apollos was an Alexandrian Jewish Christian 
and authority on the Scriptures, who at the same time had a Greek rhetorical 
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education at his disposal (Acts 18:24 ff.)« Independently of Paul, he promoted 
a mission (I Cor. 1:12; 3:4 ff.; 16:12). Although Apollos may very well be 
recognized as the **auctor ad Hebraeos,” we do not know whether he was 
active literarily, nor whether he was the only one among the Christian 
SiSdaKaXoL of the apostolic age who could have written an epistle like Hebrews. 

5. Barnabas. In line with the tradition attested by Tertullian, many until 
today have ascribed Hebrews to Barnabas (such as Riggenbach and Strath- 
mann). Barnabas was a Levite from Cyprus (Acts 4:36), who then became a 
resident in Jerusalem and a distinguished member of the primitive community 
(Acts 9:27; 11:22). Is it conceivable that a man like Barnabas could have aban¬ 
doned so completely the attitude of the primitive church to the OT Law and 
cultus, and could have been so rhetorically trained and so definitely Alexandrian 
as the author of Hebrews? 

In reality, the person of the author is no longer ascertainable (thus Origen, 
and since Eichhorn and de Wette most recent scholars). W. Manson would like 
to see the author '*in direct succession to the teaching of Stephen,” but not 
once is there more than an occasional point of contact with Stephen’s speec h in 
Acts 7, and the character of Hebrews, which was doubtless influenced by_ 
Hellenistic Judaism and Gnosticism, speaks against a Palestinian origin of 
the author of Hebrews. On the other hand, Jones has demonstrated that He¬ 
brews linguistically and conceptually is most closely related to Luke-Acts 
within the NT, so that the author of Hebrews, though certainly a Hellenistic 
Jewish Christian, may have been at home in a Gentile-Christian congregation, 
with whose tradition the author of Luke-Acts also stands related. Concerning 
the place of authorship, nothing more precise can be determined, though critics 
have advanced the most diverse conjectures (Rome, Egypt, Ephesus, Antioch). 


6 . Time of Composition 

To the obvious question whether Jerusalem is yet standing (13:13 f.) and 
the cult of the temple is still functioning (9:9 f.), Hebrews gives no answer. 
In its timeless, scribelike movement of thought, only the OT sanctuary plays 
a role, not the Herodian temple. Neither from the silence about the catastrophe 
of the year 70, nor from the phrase in 8:13 that the old order of God **is ready 
to vanish away,” can an origin before 70 be inferred (against Guthrie, who 
wants to date it before 70 or before the Neronian persecution). And the intel- 
^lectual relationship with Luke-Acts points doubtless to the post-Pauline period. 
VJdebrews was written before 96 (I Clement) (Dulieres* dating of 115-17 is 
/ arbitrary).(Timothy, who as a young man was a missionary helper of Paul, is 
still alive (13:23). Author and readers belong to the second Christian generation 
(2:3). The recent sufferings which threaten the readers cause us to think of 
the time of Domitian (81-96). Accordingly, the Epistle was probably com¬ 
posed between 80 and 90. 
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§26. General 

E. Fascher, Ka//j. Br., RGG^ III, 1959, 1198 f. 

In addition to the collection of Pauline epistles, the NT contains a second 
group of epistles, the seven so-called Catholic epistles, which in the manuscripts 
from time immemorial (cf. already see p. 364) carried as a superscription 
the names of the authors, not the addressees (as in the case of the Pauline 
epistles): James, I II Peter, Jude, I II III John. Even though there are seven so- 
called open letters in the Apocalypse, and there are two times seven Pauline 
epistles, the Catholic epistles did not come to be seven in number as the result 
of an intentional process, but rather because of a slow, fluctuating historical 
development (see 536). Eusebius (EH II, 23, 24 f.) was the first to speak of the 
Epistles of James, Peter, John, and Jude as the "seven Catholic epistles.” Earlier, 
individual epistles already were designated as "Catholic”: thus by Dionysius 
Alexandrinus, I John (Eus., EH VII, 25, 7); by Origen, I John, I Peter, Jude, 
and also Barnabas. At the close of the second century the anti-Montanist, Apollo¬ 
nius, reproached the Montanist, Themison, for drawing up a certain Catholic 
epistle in imitation of the Apostle (probably John) (cf. Eus., EH V, 18, 5). 
Apparently I John was the first to receive the designation, "Catholic epistle,” 
which was supposed to characterize the indefiniteness and broadness of its address, 
in contrast to the strictly defined addresses of II and III John, and then this 
designation flowed over to the entire group of epistles, among which I John was 
classified. In any case, the term "catholic” in reference to the extra-Pauline 
epistles of the NT meant to the earliest Greek ecclesiastical writers not "recog¬ 
nized in the catholic church,” but rather the term "catholic” meant to them 
"intended for the catholic church.” But the designation preferred in the West, 
"Canonical epistles,” shows that the original sense of the name was not preserved 
in its purity. 

Of the Catholic epistles, II and III John are clearly not destined for the 
catholic church. Of the remaining five Catholic epistles, only I Peter has a 
geographically limited address, whereas the addressees of James are not limited 
geographically, Jude and II Peter address all Christians, and I John has no 
address at all. Only the investigation of each epistle can determine whether it 
is actually intended for a general circle of readers. 

In the canon of the Greek Church, the Catholic epistles stand after Acts and 
before the Pauline epistles. Acts, which began with the history of the primitive 
church, was followed at once by the epistles of the primitive apostles and mem¬ 
bers of the primitive church. In the canon of the Latin Church the Pauline 
epistles, as the earliest apostolic witnesses, precede the Catholic epistles. 
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§ 27 , The Epistle of James 

Commentaries, see pp. 390 f. Studies: A. Meyer, Das Kdtsel des Jk., Beih. ZNW 10, 
1930 (thereto M. Dibelius, ThRdsch, N.F. 3,1931,216 ff. and G. Kittel, DLZ, 3. Folge 
3, 1932, 50 ff.); H. Schammberger, Die Einheitlicbkeit des JL im antignostischen 
Karnpff 1936; G. Kittel, "Der geschichtliche Ort des Jk.,’* ZNW 41, 1942, 71 ff. (there¬ 
to K. Aland, ThLZ, 69, 1944, 97 ff.); idem, “Der Jk. und die Apostolischen Vater,” 
ZNW 43, 1950-51, 54 ff.; W. L. Knox, “The Epistle of St. James,” JThSt 46, 1945, 
10 ff.; J. Bonsirven, DBS 4, 1949, 783 flf. (bibl.); H. J. Schoeps, Theologie und 
Geschichte des Jude7tchristentums, 1949, 343 ff.; W. Bieder, “Christliche Existenz nach 
dem Zeugnis des Jk.,” ThZ 5, 1949, 93 ff.; M. Lackmann, Sola fide, BFTh II, 50, 1949; 
D. Y. Hadidian, “Palestinian Pictures in the Epistle of James,” ExpT 63, 1951-52, 
227 f.; G. Eichholz, Jakobus und Pajclus, Ein Beitrag zum Problem des Rations, ThEh, 
N.F. 39, 1953; idem, EKL II, 1958, 234 f.; idem, Glaube und Werke bei Paulus und 
Jakobus, ThEh, N.F. 88, 1961; J. Jeremias, “Paul and James,” ExpT 66, 1954-5 5, 
368 ff;. H. Thyen, Der Stil der Jiidisch-Hellenistischen Homilie, FRLANT, N.F. 47, 
1956, 14 ff.; L. E. Elliott-Binns, Galilean Christianity, StBTh 16, 1956, 45 ff.; 
M. H. Shepherd, “The Epistle of James and the Gospel of Matthew,” JBL 75, 1956, 
40 ff.; E. Lohse, “Glaube und Werke—zur Theologie des Jk.,” ZNW 48, 1957, 1 ff.; 
J. B. SoucEK, “Zu den Problemen des Jk.,” EvTh 18, 1958, 460 ff.; W. Marxsen, 
Der **Eriibkatbolizismus” im NT, 1958, 22 ff.; O. Michel, CBL, 1959, 586 f.; K. 
Aland, RGG ® III, 1959, 526 ff.; J. Blinzler, LThK V, 1960, 861 f.; G. Braumann, 
“Der theologische Hintergrund des Jk.,” ThZ 18, 1962, 401 ff. 

1. Contents 

James begins with the address (1:1): **James, a servant of God and of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, to the twelve tribes in the dispersion: Greeting.’* We cannot 
recognize any methodical train of thought in the content of the Epistle (1:2— 
5 :20). It consists of a chain of separate admonitions of greater and lesser ex¬ 
tent, of groups of sayings and shorter sayings, which are arranged more or less 
at random one after another. The catchwords of the admonition are: Rejoice 
over trials, which are a school of testing before God, from whom come only 
good gifts (1:2-18). Hear God’s word but also be doers of it (1:19-27). Be¬ 
ware of partiality for the rich against the poor; rather, fulfill the royal law of 
love (2:1-12). To that is attached, catchwordwise, a reference to the necessity 
of mercy (2:13). Mere faith is worthless. Right action is what counts, as the 
examples of Abraham and Rahab show (2:14-26). Watch your tongues (3:1- 
12 ). Abandon earthly wisdom and seek the heavenly wisdom (3:13-18). Do not 
quarrel but have peace, which comes from bowing before God (4:1-10). Do not 
slander (4:11-12). You merchants, when formulating your plans, do not forget 
that you stand under God (4:13-16). Again, catchwordwise, the statement is 
appended, we must do right (4:17). You rich, recognize your guilt and your 
deserved punishment (5:1-6). Brethren, wait patiently in view of the imminent 
judgment of God (5:7-11). Swear not (5:12). Reference to the effects of 
orayer (5:13-18). Save the erring brother (5:19-20). With that, the writing 
stops short, without an epistolary ending. 
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2. The Epistle’s Lot 

From early times until today opinions about the origin and character, time 
and value of James have varied widely (cf. the detailed presentation in A. 
Meyer, 8 ff.). Already in I Clement and the Shepherd of Hermas are found 
echoes of James, but they are not so clear that they would not be understandable 
from common dependence upon paraenetic tradition (see Dibelius, 30 ff.). 
The Epistle is missing from the Muratorian canon and the chief witnesses of the 
**Vetus Latina.” It is never quoted by Tertullian, Cyprian, Irenaeus, and Hippo- 
lytus. Not until after 200 do definite traces of James appear in Palestine and 
epistles "De virginitate,” falsely ascribed to Clement of Rome, 
in the papyrus fragment and in Origen, who often cites it as "Scripture,” 
but once as ?) cfiepo/xanrj Ta/coj^ou lincTToX'q (Commentary on John, 8, 24; edited 
by Preuschen, 325), and thereby hints that it is disputed. Eusebius (EH II, 
23, 25; III 25, 3) still enumerates James among the "Antilegomena,” but men¬ 
tions for the first time that many recognize the Lord’s brother as the author. 
In the Syrian Church scruples against James did not cease, even after James was 
taken up into the Peshitta. Theodore of Mopsuestia rejected it. In the Greek 
Church, however, James was generally recognized since the Synod of Laodicea 
(360) and Athanasius. In the West the earliest witness is the Codex Corbeiensis 
(ff), which reproduces an old Latin translation from the fourth century. Under 
the influence of Flilary, Hieronymus, and Augustine, James was defined as 
canonical at the Synods of Rome (382) and Carthage (397). Yet Hieronymus’ 
de viris illnstrihin 2 carried doubts about the authenticity of James into the 
Middle Ages, to which were joined the cautious doubt of Erasmus and the 
sharp polemic of Luther. 

Luther’s critical judgment about the Epistle is well known ("Preface to the 
NT” [1545 (1522)] [tr. C. M. Jacobs], in Works of 'Martin Luther. "The 
Philadelphia Edition,” Vol. VI [1932], pp. 439-44; "Preface to the Epistles of 
Saint James and Saint Jude” [1545 (1522)], ibid., pp. 477-79. See A. Meyer, 
4 ff., and WGK, NT, 17 ff.): Because it teaches justification by works, in 
contradiction to Paul, does not preach Christ, but the Law and a general faith 
in God, James does not belong in the Bible among the legitimate, principal 
books of the NT ("a right strawy Epistle in comparison with them, for it has no 
evangelical manner about it”). Even though there may be many good sayings 
in it, it is unorganized and Jewish, and therefore not an apostolic writing. Luther 
would have liked most of all to eliminate James from his Bible, and still in 1543 
he rejected the Epistle for use in dogmatic proof. 

The opposition to James on dogmatic grounds in the early church (not 
apostolic, not canonical) and by Luther (irreconcilable with the Pauline gos¬ 
pel), was succeeded in the nineteenth century by doubt of its authenticity on 
historical-critical grounds. De Wette pronounced the Epistle as unauthentic 
chiefly because of its language: We cannot believe James the Lord’s brother 
capable of using such fluent Greek. The tendency criticism of the Tubingen 


286 


Introduction to the New Testament 


school contended that although James combats Paul’s doctrine of justification 
it no longer does so from the standpoint of the earliest, legalistic Jewish Chris¬ 
tianity. Hence the Tubingen critics removed the Epistle to the second century 
and saw in it the pseudepigraphical work of a Jewish Christianity which was 
drawing near to Catholicism. But even after Baur’s scheme of primitive Chris¬ 
tian history had collapsed, the opinion was still widely held that James belongs to 
the postapostolic age (see recently, c.g., Julicher-Fascher, Dibelius, Windisch- 
Preisker, Ropes, Goodspeed, Aland, Henshaw, Shepherd, Thyen, Soucek, Lohse, 
Easton, Eichholz, Marxsen). The thesis of Spitta and Massebieau (1895-96) 
gave a new direction to the criticism of James: James is a Jewish writing, which 
was transformed into a Christian writing simply by the interpolation of the 
name **Christ” in two places (1:1: kol Kvpiov *h](Tov X^ptarov; 2:1: rou Kvplov 
i)p.6}v *1 y}(tov XpLdTov), A. Meyer goes farther in this direction in that he interprets 
James as a Christian revision of a Jewish **Grundschrift,” which launched forth 
into a continuous allegory about Jacob and his twelve sons. The Jewish writing 
lying at the basis of James, which is to be thought of as related to the Testaments 
of the Twelve Patriarchs, works systematically with an artistic, allegorical inter¬ 
pretation of the names of Jacob’s family. A number of scholars incline toward 
A. Meyer’s hypothesis, which has been worked out with acumen (Jiilicher- 
Fascher, Windisch, A. Farrer, A Study in Marky 1951, 320, Thyen, Easton). 
Most scholars, however, reject this hypothesis as being too artificial, especially 
since there is no example of an allegory upon names standing only in the back¬ 
ground of a text without any reference to its presence. Dibelius evaluated James 
from the viewpoint of primitive Christian paraenesis and examined it as a writing 
without tangible historical points of contact, detached from the author’s name, 
which means no more than a label pasted on; James offers a collection of material 
from impersonal paraenetic tradition, an arranging together of admonitions of 
general ethical content, according to the manner characteristic of Greek and 
Jewish proverbial wisdom. Nonetheless, up to now there has been no lack of 
scientific theologians whom James reminds primarily of the discourses of Jesus, 
especially the Sermon on the Mount, and who, therefore, understand the Epistle 
as the word of a man of the first generation (among others, Feine-Behm, Zahn, 
Schlatter, Michaelis, Sparks, Heard, Ross, Tasker, Stauffer, Kittel, Lackmann, 
Michel, Elliott-Binns, Klijn, Guthrie, and the Catholic scholars, among whom 
Blinzer, however, would not like to reject out of hand composition by a later 
Jewish Christian). But even in this circle, critics are not agreed as to whether 
James knew Paul and his theology. Did James write before Paul as the earliest 
primitive Christian writer known to us (especially Kittel and Michaelis) ? Or, 
does the Epistle advance a polemic against Paul or a misunderstood Paul and be¬ 
long in the later apostolic age (e.g., Feine-Behm; Guthrie even supposes that 
Paul polemizes against a misunderstood James!)? In order to elude objections 
against composition by James, the Lord’s brother, an unknown Christian with 
the widespread name of James is also taken into consideration as the author 
(cf. Appel, Hauck, Marty, Henshaw, de Zwaan). 
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3. The Literary Peculiarity of James 

According to 1:1, the writing is an epistle of a Christian, James, **to the 
twelve tribes in the dispersion.” This description of the recipients is ambiguous. 
It can designate Jews outside of Palestine (cf. Schlatter). But the contents of 
the Epistle nowhere indicate that a Christian is speaking to Jews, and in it 
there is lacking any characteristic of a missionary writing. If Christians are 
meant, then we can think of the Jewish Christians of the diaspora (Michaelis, 
Wikenhauser, Michel, Guthrie, etc.), but that is improbable, because the writer 
could hardly have designated only the Jewish Christians as “the twelve tribes.” 
Thus there remains only the possibility that James is addressed to Christians as 
the true Israel, which lives on the earth as sojourners, and has its home in 
heaven (in the sense of Gal. 6:16; Phil. 3:3; I Pet. 1:1, 17; 2:11; Rev. 7:4; 
14:1; Shepherd of Hermas, IX, 17, 1). Yet that is not clearly said. The vague¬ 
ness of the destination, the impersonal attitude of the contents, and the lack of 
an epistolary conclusion make doubtful the epistolary nature of James. Certainly 
the supposition that the epistolary address of James was not attached until later 
(Goodspeed, Albertz, Elliott-Binns) is improbable, in view of the play on 
words (xatpeti/ 1:1; ;(apdi/ 1:2). But the entire writing creates the impression 
of an essay in epistolary form, which is directed to a wide circle of reader.s, 
not to be sharply defined. And the supposition that 2:2 f.; 3:1 f.; 4:13 ff.; 
5:1 ff. are allusions to concrete events in a particular congregation (Michaelis, 
Kittel, Feine-Behm) overlooks the typical character of these warnings which 
criticize so severely these phenomena of that period. From the point of view 
of form criticism James, on the whole, gives the undivided impression of being 
a paraenetic didactic writing which joins together a series of aphorisms and 
brief discussions. By this literary character its lack of connection is caused: 
Besides the three longer expositions (2:1 ff., 14 ff.; 3:1 ff.) are found only small 
groups of aphorisms or even separate aphorisms, which occasionally are connected 
by means of catchwords, but also often show no kind of recognizable connection. 
This fact, which was already recognized by Luther (“he makes a jumble of 
things,” “Preface to the Epistles of Saint James and Saint Jude,” 1522), cor¬ 
responds to the character of paraenesis, and should restrain us from establishing 
artificial connections. Literary critics have correctly pointed to James’s relation¬ 
ship with the paraenetic parts of the Pauline epistles and other primitive Chris¬ 
tian writings like Hebrews, I Clement, Barnabas, Didache, and Shepherd of 
Hermas. And Dibelius stretched the framework of observation still further and 
placed James in the history not only of the Jewish, but also of the Greek and 
Hellenistic, paraenetic tradition. 

In addition to this lack of connection, a second striking fact is the Jewish 
character of James. This peculiarity was also noted by Luther, who contended 
that James is the work of a Jew who had only a woolly notion of Christianity 
{Luthers Werkcy Weimar edition, Tischredeny Vol. V, No. 5443: “Ich halt, dass 
sie irgend ein Jude gemacht hat, welcher wohl hat horen von den Christen lau- 
ten, aber nicht gar zusammenschlagen”). The name of Christ is encountered 
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only in 1:1 and 2:1, and in both places can be omitted without difficulty, though 
there certainly is no necessity for that (on 2:1 cf. J. Brinktrine, Bb 3 5, 1954, 
40 ff.). The life, death, and resurrection of Christ are not mentioned. The 
paraenesis does not point to Jesus as an example, but rather to the OT prophets, 
Job, and Elijah (5:10 f., 17). The thesis of the original Jewish origin of James 
(see p. 286) is, therefore, thoroughly understandable. But against that thesis 
certainly is the consideration that in addition to the mention of the name of 
Christ in 1:1 and 2:1 there is an entire series of features which are understand¬ 
able only in connection with Christian origin: **Of his own will he brought 
us forth by the word of truth that we should be a kind of first fruits of his 
creatures” (1:18), is impossible as a Jewish affirmation about God, but on the 
other hand is quite understandable as a description of the effect of baptism (cf. 
W. Nauck, see to $31, 90 ff.; Braumann). "The implanted word, which is able 
to save your souls” (1:21) cannot be a designation of the Law. "The perfect 
law ... of liberty” (1:25) is without parallel as a Jewish expression, even in 
Qumran (see W. Nauck, ZNW 46, 195 5, 138 ff.). "That honorable name by 
which you are called” (2:7) would be a very unusual designation of the name 
Yahweh. "The coming of the Lord is at hand” (5:8) in this formulatation is 
not attested in Jewish sources. The prohibition of swearing (5:12) can be 
comprehended only as a primitive form of Jesus’ saying in Mt. 5:37. And 
cKAcAr/o-ta as a designation of a particular congregation is not Jewish. Moreover, 
we find in James numerous parallels with Jesus* sayings, e.g., ask for good gifts 
(1:5, 17 = Mt. 7:7 ff.); hearers and doers of the word (1:22 = Mt. 7:24 ff.); 
judge not (4:12 = Mt. 7:1); prayer without doubt (1:6 = Mk. 11:23 f.) (see 
the list in Kittel, ZNW 41, 84 ff.). These parallels do not rest, however, upon 
literary dependence on Matthew (Shepherd), but upon the paraenetic tradition 
of Jesus’ sayings which precisely in the postapostolic period was especially 
widespread (Lohse). 

All of these facts show clearly already that James was conceived as a Chris¬ 
tian writing. But we can establish this conclusion beyond the shadow of a 
doubt by examining the relation of 2:14-26 to Paul. Admittedly, this relation 
is especially debated. For although James’s denial of the proposition that man 
is justified by faith alone (2:24) sounds like a polemic against Rom. 3:28, the 
contention is often advanced that James by no means presupposes the specific 
theology of Paul. Rather, "James and Paul come from the same Jewish school” 
(Thyen, A. Meyer; similarly, Schlatter, Bieder, Michel). To be sure, this conten¬ 
tion that James is polemizing against Rom. 3:28 has also been opposed by those 
scholars who regard James as a writing of the Lord’s brother from the begin¬ 
ning of the sixties and suppose as a presupposition of the polemic "a misinter¬ 
pretation and distortion of the Pauline thesis” (Feine-Behm, Tasker). Indeed, 
there can be no doubt that Jas. 2:14ff. is inconceivable without the preceding 
activity of Paul. For in this section there is not only a polemic against the lack 
of works, but at the same time it makes two points: 1) Gen. 15:6 proves that in 
the case of Abraham "faith was active along with his works,” which is not 
obvious in the Genesis text in and of itself; 2) the supposition is untenable 
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that **faith alone” can justify, a supposition not found before Paul. Hence it is 
unquestionable that James is controverting a view which finally goes back to 
Paul (cf. Eichholz, Soucck, Lohse, etc.). A knowledge of the Pauline epistles, 
however, is very improbable, in view of the complete misunderstanding of the 
Pauline formulations (James speaks no more of epya ro/xov in contrast to 
James opposes a ‘Taul who had become formalized” (Eichholz) and presents 
an inner-Christian controversy, which no longer has Paul for a direct opponent. 

Neither is there a clearly recognizable literary connection with other primi¬ 
tive Christian writings. The parallels are strongest with I Peter (cf. Jas. 1:2 f. 
with I Pet. 1:6 f.; Jas. 4:1 f. with I Pet. 2:11; cf. A. Meyer, 75 ff.). But in 
none of these instances do the parallels go beyond common dependence upon 
paraenetic tradition, which in James is less Christianized and actualized than 
in I Peter (see Lohse, 13 ff.). This paracnesis, which was much alive in Jewish 
tradition, exhibits a very pure Greek. In the vocabulary of James are found 
linguistic materials from high style koine, as Karijcfyeia (4:9), aTroKveo) (1:15, 
18), SeAcd^o/xat (1:14), ra iinT^SeLa tov crw/Aaro'? (2:16). He likes to use rhetori¬ 
cal devices—plays upon words: (j)aLvoixei'T]-a<j)avL^op.evrj (4:14); SL€Kpi6r]T€-KpLTaL 
(2:4); ahiaKpiTO^-awTroKpiTO^ (3:17); xaip^Lv-yapav (1:1 f.); epyiov-apyi] 
(2:20); alliteration: ireLpanpol^ 7repL7r€(T7]T€ ttolklXoi^ (1:2); p.LKpov ptyaXa 

(3:5). The presentation of thoughts in discourse and counter-discourse, question 
and answer (2:18 f.; 5:13 f., etc.), reminds us of the Hellenistic diatribe. The 
hexameter in 1:17 is also an indication of the author’s literary skill. On the 
other hand, non-Greek features in language and sentence structure are striking, 
e.g., riav LTTTTOiV tou? ;(a/Wou 9 ct 9 ra aropLara ^dWopev (3:3); ovtc olXvkov yXvKV 
TroLrjarat vSwp (3:12); 4:13 ff. Tlie translation Greek of the LXX occasionally 
makes itself noticeable, e.g., 2:1, 9, 13, 16; 5:17. On the whole, however, 
the Greek is that of an educated Hellenist, of whom the pure Greek address 
(1:1; otherwise in the NT only in Acts 15:23) is characteristic. 

With these statements about the literary character of James, the position of 
James in respect to other religions, and the language of James, the problems of 
its authorship and time of composition are raised. 

4. Author and Time 

Who is the James who introduces himself with the straightforward self¬ 
designation, **a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ” (1:1)? In the 
NT five men are called by this name: 

1 . James, the son of Zebedee (Mk. 1:19; 3:17 par., etc.. Acts 12:2); 

2 . James, the son of Alphaeus (Mk. 3:18 par.); 

3. James, the brother of Jesus, son of Joseph and Mary (Mk. 6:3 par.; I Cor. 
15:7; Gal. 1:19; 2:9, 12; Acts 12:17; 15:13; 21:18; Jude 1); 

4 . James, the younger (Mk. 15:40 par.), son of a Mary (cf. Mk. 16:1); 

5 . James, the father of the apostle Judas (= Thaddaeus or Lebbaeus?) (Lk. 
6:16; Acts 1:13). 

The author of James, who without further ado claims authority for his 
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word, cannot be an unknown man without a history. Hence we need not consider 
the Jameses in the NT of whom we know nothing except the name (#2, 
#5), 1^1 is also eliminated, since he became a martyr already in a.d. 44, which 
doubtless preceded the composition of James. There remains only Indeed, 
in primitive Christianity there was only one James who was so well known and 
who assumed such a transcending position that his mere name would identify 
him sufficiently, James the brother of the Lord. Without doubt, James purports 
to be written by him. Even if the Epistle is not authentic, it claims the famous 
James, with all the importance of highly esteemed personality, as the authority 
for its contents. 

This James, having remained in the background during Jesus’ lifetime, seems 
to have been converted soon after Easter by an appearance of the Risen One 
(I Cor. 15:7; Gospel of the Hebrews, according to Hieronymus, de viris illus- 
tribns 2; cf. E. Hennecke-W. Schneemelcher, NT Apocrypha, I, 165). As the 
Lord’s brother, he became the head of the primitive church (Acts 12:17; Gal. 
1:19; Acts 21:18). In his report of the apostolic council Paul names him be¬ 
fore Peter among the authorities in highest position (Gal. 2:9). Also accord¬ 
ing to Acts 15:13 ff. James spoke the decisive word at that time. On the basis 
of I Cor. 9:5 we may conjecture that James also promoted a mission outside of 
Jerusalem. The attitude of James toward the primitive Christian conflict over 
the question of the Law is debated. According to Gal. 2:12, he seems to have 
belonged to the legalistic wing of the primitive church but hardly to that party 
which was hostile to Paul (cf. Gal. 2:9). And the picture of the Jewish saint 
sketched by Hegesippus (in Jos., Aw/. XX, 200) is doubtless legendary. He died 
as a martyr in the year 62. 

Only two reasons favor the Lord’s brother as author of the Epistle: 

1 . The simplicity of the majestic self-designation (1:1), in which an emi¬ 
nent man cites nothing except his name and his commission as a special instru¬ 
ment in the service of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ; 

2 . Close, but not literary, parallels with major pieces of gospel tradition. 

These arguments, however, not only do not prove much, but are opposed by 

very weighty difiicultics: 

1 . The cultured language of James is not that of a Palestinian. Hence most 
advocates of the composition of James by the Lord’s brother attribute the lin¬ 
guistic form of James to a Hellenistic Jew who assisted in the writing of the 
Epistle. Against that, we can say in the first place that the text itself nowhere 
suggests that a secretary created the linguistic form of the Epistle. In the second 
place, the question remains completely unanswerable as to what extent the actual 
author and the secretary shared in the production of the Epistle. 

2 . It is hardly comprehensible that the Lord’s brother, who was so true to 
the Law, could speak of '*the perfect law of liberty” (1:25) and could con¬ 
cretize the Law by means of ethical commands (2:11 f.) and yet not even by 
way of suggestion call attention to any of the cultic, ritualistic commands. 

3. Would the Lord’s brother really omit every allusion to Jesus and his relation 
to him, though he emphatically introduces himself in his authoritative role? 
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4. The controversy in 2:14 ff. with a misunderstood aftereffect of Pauline 
theology presupposes such a temporal distance from Paul that it could not have 
been written by Jam.es who was killed in the year 62. Furthermore, this passage 
reveals such a complete ignorance of the polemic meaning of the Pauline theology 
that we may hardly attribute it to James, who as late as c. 5 5/56 met with 
Paul in Jerusalem (Acts 21:18 ff.). 

5. As the history of the canon shows (see p. 285), James was only very 
slowly, and against opposition, recognized as the work of the Lord's brother, and 
hence as apostolic and canonical. Accordingly, there seems to have been no 
early tradition concerning its origin from the Lord's brother. 

Thus if there can be no doubt that an unknown Christian placed his exhorta- 
tory writing under the authority of the former leader of the church in Jerusalem, 
then it is very difficult to determine exactly the circumstances of its origin. 
In view of the author's life in the Jewish tradition, it is very probable that he 
was a Jewish Christian, but he did not belong to the **Ebionite" circles which 
were separating from Gentile Christianity (Schoeps). His familiarity with the 
LXX, his literary language, and his designation of the Christians as people of 
the diaspora (1:1) speak against the supposition that the author was a Palestinian 
(Michaelis, Hadidian; contrary, Eichholz, Easton). Nothing favors composition 
in Galilee (Elliott-Binns), whereas in behalf of composition in Syria Shepherd 
can at least adduce the fact that the earliest attestation of James in the third 
century is found in works which originated in Syria. Any other place of eastern 
Jewish Christianity is just as conceivable, but Rome (Henshaw) is quite im¬ 
probable. 

The time of composition of James can hardly be determined more precisely 
than at the end of the first century. A much later dating is unfounded, for 
the contention that James shows signs of the anti-Gnostic struggle (Schamm- 
berger, Schoeps), rests upon an exaggerated interpretation of certain Hellenistic 
formulations. But James cannot be dated earlier in view of its doctrinal separa¬ 
tion from Paul. 


5. The Theological Problem 

A theological problem in connection with James has existed ever since Luther 
(1522) established an irreconcilable antithesis between James and Paul. Our in¬ 
sight into the origin of James at the end of the first century, as well as the exact 
exegesis of Jas. 2:14 ff., have shown that a pre-Pauline composition of James 
can be as little supposed as a direct opposition to Paul by James. If it; proves 
true that there is “no actual encounter between James and Paul in Jas. 2" 
(Eichholz, 1953, 41), then it also turns out to be correct that “as propositions 
the statements of James cannot be brought into harmony with those of the 
real Paul, and that there exists not only tension, but opposition, in respect to 
content" (Soucek). This statement points to a genuine theological problem, for 
Paul and James stand in the canon of the NT and are, therefore, bearers of 
revelation, however we may determine the character of the norm of the canon 
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(see §}7). In view of these facts, it is natural to brush off the contrast and to 
interpret the discourse about ‘‘justification by works” (Jas. 2:24) as referring 
to the believer, “who claims for himself the guilt- and sin-offering of Christ, 
which sanctifies him unto the obedience of faith” (Lackmann, 65), or to see 
the man of faith in James’s sense caught up “into that movement which the 
Lord, in view of his parousia, will enkindle in the poor chosen by him” (Bieder, 
100 ; cf. James 2:5). But even if we refrain from such an introduction of 
Pauline theology into James, the contentions hardly prove true that James in 
his struggle with a Paul who has been formalized says the same thing in his 
time as Paul did in his (Eichholz), or that James, like Paul, repeats what Jesus 
said, only the former corresponds to the beginning and the latter to the ending 
of the Sermon on the Mount (Jeremias). On the one hand, we must properly 
take into consideration the terminology and the divergent polemic direction of 
Paul and James, and thus be able to establish a considerably greater mutuality 
between both forms of theological address than Luther saw. On the other hand, 
some have incorrectly denied that in James in contrast to Paul there is a “syner¬ 
gistic understanding of faith and works,” and have likewise wrongly main¬ 
tained that also in James “the imperative is not without the indicative, which 
establishes it” (Eichholz, 1961, 38). 

If we want to solve properly the problem caused by the juxtaposition of 
Paul and James in the canon, then we must carefully distinguish between two 
questions: 1) Schlatter is doubtless correct in saying that the churches “have 
seriously harmed themselves by granting to James only a completely superficial 
hearing.” Thus we can regard James as thoroughly indispensable to Christianity 
(Eichholz), because he seeks “to maintain the solidarity of the life of the com¬ 
munity” (Soucek), over against the danger of a mere internalization of faith. 
In other words, we must answer the question in the affirmative whether James, 
when he is interpreted according to his concrete purpose, does not have some¬ 
thing decisive to say to a Christianity which in some respects exhibits the same 
degenerate “faith” which he attacked. 2) On the other hand, we must say at once 
that in view of the lack of the actual Christian message in James and in view 
of his contradiction of the central Pauline proclamation, we “are called to an 
evangelical criticism of James, not of his practical sayings, but of his form of 
theology” (P. Althaus, in “Das Menschenbild im Lichte des Evangeliums,” 
Festschrift fiir E, Brunner, 1950, 48). Where James “is no more understood as 
a correction but as the basis” (Marxsen), there is a theological misuse of this 
writing. James can perform his indispensable task in the canon only where 
Christians have previously heard the message of Jesus or of Paul, and then let 
their eyes be sharpened for the exhortation to the work of faith which is already 
contained in this message, but not so exclusively formulated. 

528. The First Epistle of Peter 

Commentaries, see p. 391. Studies: R. Perdelwitz, Die Mysterienreligionen und das 
Problem des 1 Pt., RVV 11, 3, 1911; W. Bornemann, “Der I Pet.—eine Taufrede des 
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Silvanus?,” ZNW 19, 1919-20, 143 fT.; L. Radermacher, *’Der I Pet. und Silvanus,” 
ZNW 27, 1926, 287 ff.; B. H. Streeter, The Vrimltive Church, 1929, 115 ff.; W. C. 
VAN Unnik, Dc verlossing I Petrus 1:18-19 en hvt problccvi van den ecrsten Petrusbrief, 
Mededeelingen der Nederlandsche Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afdeeling Letter- 
kunde, Nieuwe Reeks, Deel 5, Nr. 1, 1942; idem, ’‘Christianity According to I Peter,” 
ExpT 68, 1956-57, 79 ff.; R. Bultmann, “Bekcnntnis- und Liedfragmente im I Pet.,” 
Co7ijectanea Ncotestainentica XI in honorem A. Fridrichsen, 1947, 1 ff.; E, G. Selwyn, 
“The Persecutions in I Peter,” SNTSB 1950, 39 ff.; J. Danielou, Sacra7nentum Futuri, 
1950, 140 f.; C. L. Mitton, “The Relationship Between I Peter and Ephesians,” JThSt, 
N.S. 1, 1950, 67 ff.; Ph. Carrington, “Saint Peter’s Epistle,” The Joy of Studies, 
Festschr. F. C. Gra7it, 1951, 57 ff.; J. Knox, “Pliny and I Peter,” JBL 72, 1953, 187 ff.; 
F. C. Cross, / Peter. A Paschal Lihirgy, 1954; E. Lohse, “Paranese und Kerygma im 
I Pet.,” ZNW 45, 1954, 68 ff.; W. Nauck, “Freude im Leiden,” ZNW 46, 195 5, 68 ff.; 
C. F. D. Moule, “The Nature and Purpose of I Peter,” NTSt 3, 1956-57, Iff.; M.-E. 
Boismard, “Une liturgie baptismale dans la Prima Petri,” RB 63, 1956, 182 ff.; 64, 
1957, 161 ff.; S. J. Buse, in “Christian Baptism,” ed. by A. Gilmore, 1960, 170 ff.; 
S. E. Johnson, “The Preaching to the Dead,” JBL 79, 1960, 48 ff.; T. C. G. Thorn¬ 
ton, “I Peter, a Paschal Liturgy?,” JThSt, N.S. 12, 1961, 14 ff.; E. Fascher, RGG ^ 
V, 1961, 257 ff.; R. P. Martin, The Co7npositio7i of 1 Peter m Kece7it St7idy, VE 29 ff. 


1. Contents 

A simple organization of I Peter cannot be given because of its paraenetic 
character. Each delineation is no more than a possibility. After the address (1:1), 
follows praise of God, by whose mercy the readers have been born anew to hope 
in future salvation, which is certain in spite of present suffering, especially since 
the prophecies of the prophets are now fulfilled (1:3-12). Thereupon follow 
admonitions to adhere to this hope with confidence in the blood of Christ, to 
live as those who have been born again, and to be built into the spiritual temple 
of Christ (1:13-2:10). A second group of exhortations deals with the relation 
to the world (2:11-4:6): maintain good conduct among outsiders (2:11 f.); 
be subject to rulers (2:13-17); “Haustafel” (2:18-3:12); readiness for suf¬ 
fering, responsibility toward non-Christians, renunciation of sins (3:13—4:6), 
after which general admonitions and a doxology form a conclusion (4:7-11). 
Then the exhortation to proper endurance of suffering begins anew (4:12-19), 
and there follow admonitions to elders and those who are younger (5:1-5), 
which again are concluded by general exhortations (5:6-11), Concluding 
epistolary ending and greetings (5:12-14). 


2. Readers 

According to the address, the apostle Peter writes “to the exiles of the disper¬ 
sion (cVAc/crot? TrapeTnSrjixoL^ SLa(T7ropd<:) in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and 
Bithynia.” If these names are supposed to designate the Roman provinces 
(Schelkle), theii the Epistle is directed to the Christians in Asia Minor in gen¬ 
eral; yet Lycia, Pamphylia, and Cilicia in the south are omitted. However, 
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these names can also refer to the old territories. In favor of this alternative, 
Wikenhauser and Michaelis point out that the readers, according to 1:14, 18; 
2:9 f.; 4:3 f., are clearly Ge ntile C hristians. But in the south of the province 
Galatia (Iconium, Lystra, Derbc) there was no lack of Jewish Christians (Acts 
13, 14). Moreover, I Peter, when the names are interpreted as referring to the 
territories, is not directed to Paul’s mission region. Nevertheless, these argu¬ 
ments are hardly sufficient for a decision one way or the other, and therefore 
the author’s selection of these geographical names remains inexplicable. And the 
idea that the southern territories are omitted because no "ecclesiastically” colored 
Christianity existed there (W. Bauer, Rechtglanbigkeity see to $24, 8 5 f.) is 
completely unprovable. Since the Epistle is intended for Gentile Christians, the 
"exiles of the dispersion” in the territories named are to be understood figura¬ 
tively. The Christians are thought of as members of the true people of God, who 
live scattered as exiles upon the earth, since their true home is in heaven (cf. 
Gal. 6:16; Phil. 3:20; Hb. 13:14; also I Pet. 1:17; 2:11). The supposition that 
these Gentile Christians had previously adhered to synagogues as "Godfearers” 
(van Unnik, Klijn) is arbitrary. 

3. Purpose and Literary Character 

_The Epistle presents itself as a writing of comfort and exhortation (5:12). 

) In the face of persecution, hate, suffering, and humiliating defamation, the 
readers should remain steadfast in their Christianity, in the "true grace of 
God,” in view of the heavenly goal, which beckons to all who hold fast to the 
Christian faith and in good conduct do not go astray. What is the nature 
of the persecution to which the addressees see themselves exposed? It has often 
been suggested that obviously calumnies from the side of Gentile fellow country- 

. men (2:12, 15; 3:14 ff.; 4:3 f., 14 f.) have led to false accusations against the 

/ Christians in court, which the Christians experience as surprising (1:6; 4:12); 
a civil persecution is by no means present, and in view of the positive attitude 
toward the state (2:13 ff.) is inconceivable (e.g., Wikenhauser, Albertz, 
Meinertz, Feine-Behm, Hopfl-Gut, Selwyn, Moule, Schelkle, Fascher, van Unnik, 
Guthrie). Just as it is plain that the personal animosity of Gentile countrymen 
caused the action against these Christians, it is also clear that they were ar¬ 
raigned W 9 Xpto-Ttai'o? (4:16) and not on the basis of charges as moral wrong¬ 
doers (2:20; 4:15). Further, these accusations are not locally limited, but 
befall all of Christendom (5:9), and therefore should be interpreted as the begin¬ 
ning of the final judgment (4:7, 17). In view of the inherent danger of apostasy 
(5:8 ff.), the author wants to convince the readers that such suffering must be 
regarded as God’s means of testing before the imminent appearance of Christ 
(1:6 f.; 4:12 f., 19), and the traditional admonition to obedience in no wise 
stands in tension therewith (2:20!). 

Students of I Peter have called our attention to the fact that the situation 
of the addressees does not seem to be the same throughout the Epistle. Whereas 
in 4:12, 14, 19; 5:6, 8 the suffering is described as a present condition, 1:6; 
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2 :20; and 3:14, 17 reckon only with the possibility of suffering. Moreover, 
since 1:3—4:11 bears no kind of epistolary character, and closes in 4:11 with a 
doxology, while on the contrary 4:12 ff. addresses Christians in a concrete situa¬ 
tion of suffering, as well as irpuTPinepoi and reo)TepoL, some critics see here a 
further indication of the divergent origin of 1:3-4:11 and 4:12 ff. Finally, 
it has also been pointed out that in 1:3, 12, 23; 2:2, 10, 25; 3:21, and thus 
only in the section 1:3-4:11, we find clear allusions to the fact that the Chris¬ 
tians addressed were recently baptized. From all of these observations, scholars 
have drawn a series of very diverse conclusions. Some regard the differences 
between 1:3-4:11 and 4:12 ff. as inconsequential and interpret 1:3-5:11 as a 
baptismal sermon which secondarily was given an epistolary framework (Borne- 
mann, Albertz; with questions, Fascher; A. Adam, Worl iind Diensty jbeh. der 
Theologiscben Schule Bethel 1952, 20, and J. Daniclou, Sacrawentum Bnturi, 
1950, 141, think of a baptismal sermon during Passover week). Others suppose 
that a baptismal sermon (1:3-4:11) and an exhortatory writing by the same 
author (Perdelwitz, Streeter, Windisch, Beared Schneider, \V. Nauck, see to 
531, 48, note 9), or a baptismal discourse before and one after baptism (Buse, 
Martin), or two epistles, one to those not yet persecuted, and the other to 
those being persecuted (Moule), were joined together into one writing. Preisker 
wants to see in I Peter the compilation of liturgical pieces of a baptismal service, 
in which we are to think of the baptism as taking place between 1:21 and 1:22, 
which is not mentioned because of secret discipline (similarly, in connection with 
another arrangement, Boismard). Cross concludes from the repeated emphasis 
upon 7rao-^\etv and Tra^o^, and from parallels with Hippolytus’ Apostolic Tradi- 
tioiiy that at the basis of I Peter lie instructions for the bishop’s baptism during 
the Passover season. And A. Strobel speaks of a "passover festival circular letter” 
and of a "passover baptismal ritual” (NovT 2, 1958, 210, 212, 219). Thornton 
has correctly objected against the last mentioned thesis that the connection 
between irdaxa and is first attested in the late second century, and is 

still unknown in the first century, and that otherwise nothing in I Peter refers 
to the Passover festival. And apart from all other difficulties, the following con¬ 
sideration speaks decisively against the supposition of a "liturgy”: we cannot 
conceive how "a liturgy-homily, shorn of its 'rubrics,’ . . . but with its changing 
tenses and broken sequences all retained, could have been hastily dressed up as 
a letter and sent off (without a word of explanation) to Christians who had not 
witnessed its original setting” (Moule, 4). Likewise, the presupposition that 1:3- 
4:11 and 4:12 ff. presuppose a different situation of the readers in respect to 
suffering hardly proves correct. In the first place, the first section already pre¬ 
supposes the readers’ experiences of suffering (1:6, XvTrrjOei'Te^ 2:12; 3:16; 4:4). 
In the second place, Nauck has shown that I Peter’s conceptions of "joy in 
suffering” originated in a "Jewish, primitive Christian persecution tradition,” 
in which the suffering experienced was interpreted as the cschatologically neces¬ 
sary and expected suffering (ZNW 46, 195 5, 79 f.). The supposition of a compi¬ 
lation of I Peter from two parts is, therefore, unnecessary and improbable (so 
also Michaelis, Selwyn, Lohse, Nauck, Beare-, Martin, Thornton, van Unnik, 
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Guthrie). And the supposition that the epistolary framework (1:1 f.; 5:12-14) 
was later placed around 1:3-5:11 is opposed by the clear contacts this frame¬ 
work exhibits with the body of the Epistle (cf. TrapeTTL^rjfioL 1:1 with 1:17; 2:11 
and 5:12 with 4:12)(Vhe eulogy in the epistolary introduction (1:3 ff.) and 
the "Haustafel” (2:18 ff.) also favor our view that I Peter was conceived as 
an ^^Epistle.” 

f Certainly, then, the undeniable references in I Peter to baptism must be 
explained. A complete baptismal sermon sent out as an epistle hardly need be 
considered, because the “Haustafel” (2:18 ffO and the paraenesis (3:8 ff.; 
4:7 ff.) are not suited to a baptismal sermon. Lohse has correctly emphasized 
that the actual theme of the Epistle is the strengthening of Christians for suffer¬ 
ing, and that the references to baptism are found almost entirely in 1:3-2:10. 
In addition, it appears that possibly several hymns were assimilated (2:6-8, 
Selwyn; 2:21-25, Lohse; 3:18-22, Lohse, Johnson; Bultmann seeks to combine 
1 :20; 3:18 f., 22 into a confession; for criticism, cf. Martin, 31 ff.). Even if 
the reconstruction of these hymns remains uncertain, their absorption also 
speaks against a complete baptismal sermon. And finally we must note that 
the readers’ situation of suffering doubtless presupposes that the Christians ad¬ 
dressed had not been newly baptized (Michaelis). If we take together all of 
these facts, we shall regard I Peter as an exhortatory writing formed from tradi¬ 
tional paraene'tic and possibly liturgical material, addressed to young Christian 
communities, whereby the reminder of the gift of baptism and the eschatologi- 
cally grounded universality of this suffering serves to place before the eyes of 
these Christians in a convincing manner the necessity and the power to per¬ 
severe in suffering. 


4. Author 

In the address the author calls himself *Teter, an apostle of Jesus Christ,” 
and designates himself as crviXTrpeaPvTepo^ Kal pdpTv<: riov tov X^lcttov TraOrjpLaToyv 
(5:1). He writes 8ta iStAovaroi) (5:12), and from *'Babylon” (5:13). Although 
the address clearly points to Peter as the author, '*witnes^ of the sufferings of 
Christ” hardly designates an eyewitness of Christ’s own sufferings (Feine-Behm), 
but a Christian, who, like the Christians addressed, has experienced **the suffer¬ 
ings of Christ” and can witness to them (H. v. Campenhausen, Die Idee des 
Martyr mins in der alien Kirche, 1936, 64 f.; H. Strathmann, ThWB IV, 498 f.; 
W. Michaelis, ThWB V, 934), or who, like them, is a ^'witness for the suffer¬ 
ings of Christ” (J. Schneider; Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, Lexicon, 495). To this 
understanding of 5:1 points the apposition, **a partaker in the glory that is to 
be revealed,” since the state of being a witness is parallel to future participation 
in glory. Hence the self-designation of the author in 5:1 does not point especially 
to an apostle or eyewitness of Jesus. The Silvanus mentioned in 5:12, according 
to all probability, is identical with Paul’s pupil Silvanus (I Thess. 1:1; II Thess. 
1 :1; II Cor. 1:19), and with Paul’s companion, Silas (Acts 15:22-32; 15:40- 
18:5). Otherwise, we hear nothing of a connection between Silvanus-Silas and 
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Peter. And also MdpKos 6 vto^ pov (5:13) was, to be sure, a Jerusalemite (Acts 
12:12) but is met otherwise only as a colaborcr with Paul or Barnabas (Acts 
13:5, 13; 15:37, 39; Col. 4:10; Phlm. 24), not in connection with Peter. Thus 
all of these data cannot serve to support the statement of 1:1 that Peter was the 
author of I Peter. Neither does 1:3 ff. point to a witness of the resurrection 
(Feine-Behm), nor the reference to the example of the suffering Christ (2:21- 
24) to a personal disciple of Jesus (Wikenhauser). At the most, the naming 
of “Babylon” (5:13) as the place of composition of I Peter, could or should 
support the statement of 1:1. For it is very improbable that this reference is to 
the Mesopotamian Babylon (Schlatter, J. Munck, see to 141n, 275), or 
even to an Egyptian military post of this name (de Zwaan; with hesitation, 
Klijn), because no tradition is known that Peter was ever in these places. On 
the other hand, in the Jewish apocalyptic of the first century after Christ, and 
correspondingly also in Rev. 14:8; 16:19; 17:5; 18:2, 10, 21, “Babylon” is a 
pseudonym for Rome (see Windisch and Schelkle on I Pet. 5:13), and “Babylon” 
may also have this meaning in I Pet. 5:13. Then this statement of place pre¬ 
supposes the composition of I Peter in Rome, since the conception of a Roman 
stay by Peter is doubtless attested at the end of the first century (cf. O. Cull- 
mann, Peter, 1962, 82 ff.; E. Dinkier, ThRdsch, N.F. 25, 1959, 206 fi.; 27, 
1961, 37 f.). 

There are, however, several decisive arguments against the derivation of I 
Pete r from Peter, a derivation which is advocated in the epistolary framework 
of I Peter but in other respects not amplified at all: 

a) The language of I Peter is in impeccable Greek, which uses numerous 
rhetorical devices: word order (1:23; 3:16); parallel clauses (4:11); series 
of similar compounds (1:4), etc. (cf. Sclwyn, 26; Schelkle, 13; Radcrmacher, 
287 f.). And the numerous OT quotations and allusions stem without exception 
from the LXX. Both are inconceivable for the Galilean Peter. 

Peter presupposes Pauline theology, not only in the general sense that 
for Gentile-Christian readers, the “people of God” (2:10), the problem of 
the fulfillment of the Law generally seems to exist no more, but also in the 
special sense that as in Paul the death of Jesus atones for the sins of Christians 
and effects righteousness (1:18 f.; 2:24); Christians should suffer with Christ 
(4:13; 5:1); obedience toward civil rulers is demanded (2:14 f.); and the 
Pauline formula cV Xptarw (3:16; 5:10, 14) is encountered. The repeatedly 
advocated supposition of a literary dependence of I Peter upon Romans (and 
Ephesians) (McNeile-Williams, Bcare, Feine-Behm, Mitton) is, of course, im¬ 
probable, because the linguistic parallels can be explained out of the common 
catechetical tradition (see the proof by Selwyn, 365 ff.). Yet we cannot doubt 
that the author of I Peter stands in the succession of Pauline theology (other¬ 
wise Guthrie, who thinks that Peter heard Paul preach in Rome!). Is that con¬ 
ceivable of the Peter who still at the time of Gal. 2:11 ff. was able to follow only 
with uncertainty the Pauline principle of Gentile-Christian freedom from the 
Law? 

To be sure, numerous scholars would like to refute both of these arguments 
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by supposing, upon the basis of 5:12 (8ta StAouavou vfuv . . . eypaij/a) that 
Silvanus was the actual author, to whom Peter simply gave the order to write 
(besides the Catholics, e.g., Michaelis, Feine-Behm, Lo Bue, de Zwaan, Klijn, van 
Unnik, McNeile-Williams, Henshaw, Heard, Schneider, Hunter, Sclwyn, Stibbs- 
Walls, Carrington, L. Goppelt, Die apostolische uml imchapostolische Zeit, 1962, 
75 , 153; Guthrie, as a possible alternative to direct composition by Peter). 
Sclwyn even thinks that he can show clear similarities in the language of I II 
Thessalonians, I Peter, and Acts 15:29, which point to the common authorship 
of Silvanus. But these linguistic parallels are far too insignificant to carry much 
weight, and elsewhere the distinction in style between I II Thessalonians and 
I Peter is significant. Nor has anyone yet demonstrated that ypd(/>(o 8td rtvo? can 
mean to have a piece of writing composed by another. Moreover, Peter then in 
no wise would be the actual author of I Peter (cf. against this ''secretary hy¬ 
pothesis” Beare-, 188 if.). 

If, however, attempts can be made to counter arguments a) and b) by re¬ 
ferring the composition of I Peter to Silvanus on order of Peter, then there are 
two additional and irrefutable arguments against tracing back the Epistle to 
Peter: 

c) I Peter contains no kind of hint of an acquaintance with the earthly 
Jesus, his life, teaching, and death, but refers only generally to the "suffering” 
of Christ. That Peter should neither have strengthened his authority through 
reference to his personal relationship to Jesus nor have alluded in any way to 
the example of Jesus is hardly conceivable. 

d) The situation of persecution of the addressees can be understood only as 
the beginning of civil persecution (see pp. 294 f.). According to the unanimous 
early ecclesiastical tradition, the first persecution of Christians which was not 
merely local (cf. 5:9) took place under Domitian (Melito in Eus. EH IV, 
26, 9), which doubtless takes us far beyond the lifetime of Peter. 

I Peter is, therefore, doubtless a pseudonymous writing (so, first, H. H. 
Cludius, 1808; recently, Albertz, Goodspeed, Julicher-Fascher, Riddle-Hutson, 
Beare, Windisch, F. Hauck, NTD 10, 1933, 36; the question of authorship is 
left open by Cross, Moule, Schelkle). Certainly the pseudonymity is carried 
out only in the epistolary framework, and even there extremely cautiously. It 
is also clear that the uncertain conduct of the churches in Asia Minor at the 
beginning of the persecution occasioned the author to write. He claims Peter 
as his authority for his exhortation, into which he has incorporated much tradi¬ 
tional paraenetic material. Yet we cannot recognize why this Gentile Christian 
drew upon the authority precisely of Peter, unless the place of composition pro¬ 
vided the opportunity for that. Our inability to determine the motive for 
pseudonymity does not tell against its existence (against Guthrie). 

5. Place and Time of Composition 

If by "Babylon” (5:13) Rome is meant (see p. 297), then I Peter by all means 
could have been written in Rome, where Peter supposedly died, and where 


299 


§29. The Epistle of Jude 

early appeals were made to his authority (I Clem. 5:3 f.). Tliat I Peter was 
known in the East already by Polycarp (Phil. 1:3; 8:1; 10:2) and Papias (ac¬ 
cording to Eus., EH III, 39, 17), whereas in the West it is missing from the 
Muratorian canon (according to Guthrie because of a lacuna!), and certainly 
is cited by Irenaeus and Tertullian, proves only that I Peter was known in the 
church in the East, but nothing about the place of composition. As the time 
of composition we have to suppose the period of Domitian’s reign, since there is 
no reason at all to go down into the beginning of the second century because 
of the persecution '*as Christians” (4:16) (Beare), or to the time of Trajan’s 
persecution (Riddle-Hutson, Knox, Lake). 90-95 is, therefore, the most prob¬ 
able time of composition. 

§29. The Epistle of Jude 

Commentaries, see p. 391. Studies: B. H. Streeter, The Vrimitive Churchy 1929, 
178 ff.; A. Meyer, Das Katsel dcs JL, Beih. ZNW 10, 1930, 82 ff.; R. Leconte, DBS 
IV, 1949, 1285 ff.; E. Fascher, RGG ^ III, 1959, 966 f.; J. Blinzler, LThK V, 1960, 
1155 f. 


1. Contents 

After the address (1 f.), the author gives the occasion of his writing—the 
appearance of false teachers, who deny God and Christ. In the face of such sac¬ 
rilege, there is an urgent need to contend for the faith which has been delivered 
(3 f.). Similar judgment threatens them as met Israel in the wilderness, the 
fallen angels, and Sodom and Gomorrah (5-7). The picture of the false teachers 
(8-16) shows libertinism: They resemble Cain, Balaam, Korah; they destroy the 
life of the congregation (love feasts) with their debaucheries; but they them¬ 
selves face a frightful judgment, as Enoch prophesied. The readers should re¬ 
member the preaching of the apostles, who predicted the appearance of such 
scoffers in the last time (17-19). Hold fast to faith, prayer, love, and hope 
in final salvation (20 f.). In respect to the erring ones, combine abhorrence 
for their sins with saving love (22 f.). Conclusion: Doxology (24 f.). 


2. Purpose and Literary Character 

The Epistle fights against libertine. Gnostic, false teachers. They have gained 
admission into the congregation; they set up divisions (19), and they defile the 
love feasts (12). Their mouths speak excessively (16), probably in conscious¬ 
ness of their pneumatic superiority. They want to be pneumntikoiy but this 
predicate is denied to them: They are worldly people (19) and dreamers (8), 
i.e., probably visionaries. They turn away from the grace of God and deny the 
only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ (4). They place themselves above all God- 
ordained spiritual authorities (8). Scorn of God and Christ and of the good 
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heavenly angelic powers is their religious sacrilege, like that of Korah, who 
rebelled against God’s order (11). With the pride of fanatical piieti7natikot 
they combine the offense of exciting, voluptuous living. They pervert the grace 
of God into licentiousness (4), and defile their flesh. Like dumb animals, they 
follow their physical desires (7 f., 10, 18), and, like wild waves of the sea, they 
foam out their own shame (13). They are, therefore, advocates of a Gnostic 
trend, which contended that the real pneumatic being is not touched by what 
the flesh does. This characteristic does not fit any specific Gnostic system of the 
second century. 

Libertine Gnosticism of a similar sort, however, is resisted in Rev. 2:6, 14 f., 
20 ff., in the Pastorals, and to some extent in I Corinthians. But it is not pos¬ 
sible to draw lines of connection between the related phenomena here and there. 
In the age of syncretism, during which primitive Christianity spread, similar 
phenomena could appear spontaneously at any time and any place. 

It is, nevertheless, significant that the views of the Gnostics are not actually 
refuted in particular. Rather, the false teachers are reviled and threatened with 
God’s judgment (5-7, 12 f., 15), whereas the addressees are admonished to hold 
fast to “the faith which was once for all delivered to the saints” (3, 20). 
Although such a brand of polemic against heretics is contradictory to the usual 
NT struggle against false teachers, it does correspond with the fact that the 
Epistle contains no real proclamation of Christ at all. Jude, with its “primitive 
catholic” concept of faith, stands in irreconcilable discord with the understand¬ 
ing of faith in the principal NT witnesses. 

The form of Jude is hardly epistolary: address, “to those who are called, 
beloved in God the Father and kept for Jesus Christ” (1), and liturgical 
conclusion (24 f.). Although 4, 12 allude to the appearance of Gnostics in 
the congregations, it is not at all obvious that the “Epistle” is directed to specific 
congregations (so Michaelis, Wikenhauser, Lo Bue, Schneider, Schelkle). We 
cannot discern clearly whether the Christians addressed were former Jews or 
Gentiles, yet the intemperance criticized makes us think rather of Gentile 
Christians. 


3. Author and Time of Composition 

The author calls himself “Jude, a servant of Jesus Christ and brother of James” 
(1). There can be no doubt which of the various bearers of the name Jude 
known in the NT is meant. As “brother of James” he is characterized clearly 
enough. There was only one eminent, well-known James, the brother of the 
Lord (Jas. 1:1: Gal. 1:19; 2:9; I Cor. 15:7). Then Jude is one of the brothers 
of Jesus, the third named in Mk. 6:3, the fourth in Mt. 13:55. Otherwise, we 
know nothing about this Jude. Of course, we have Hegesippus’ report (in Eus., 
EH III, 20, 1 fiF.). According to Hegesippus, at the end of Domitian’s reign 
(c. 95), two grandsons of Jude, the brother of the Lord, were accused of be¬ 
longing to the family of David, whom Domitian had ordered slain. The emperor, 
having personally examined the two grandsons, dismissed them as harmless. 
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They were then rulers of the churches (r/y^oao’^at tmv iKKXrjmttiv) and lived 
until the time of Trajan (98-117). But from that account we learn only that 
the name of this brother of Jesus was still known toward the end of the first 
century. 

Obviously, the Epistle of Jude pretends to be written by this brother of 
Jesus. For the supposition that the author was an otherwise unknown Jude who 
had a brother James (Appel, Henshaw) is extremely improbable in view of 
the linguistic accord between Jude 1 and Jas. 1:1. And the equating of the 
author of Jude with Bishop Jude named in the old Jerusalem list of bishops 
(H. Grotius, Streeter; similarly A. Adam, ZKG, 4, Folge 6, 1957, 46, and G. 
Klein, Die Zwdlf Apostel, FRLANT, N.F. 59, 1961, 100) runs aground on the 
fact that we know nothing as to whether this bishop had a brother named 
James. Can Jude be written by Jude, the brother of Jesus? 

The author was likely a Jewish Christian, for he knows Jewish apocalyptic 
writings, the Asstnnption of Moses (9), the Apocalypse of Enoch (14), and the 
Jewish Legend (9, 11). The author, however, “speaks of the Apostles as a disciple 
long afterwards” (17; Luther, “Preface to Jude,” 1522), and presupposes not 
only the conception of “the faith which was once for all delivered to the 
saints” (3), but he also quotes in a similar manner late Jewish and primitive 
Christian prophecy concerning false teachers at the end of time (14 f., 17). 
Such factors point to the late period of primitive Christianity. Furthermore, 
Jude’s pure Greek language, like his quotation of the Greek translation of the 
Apocalypse of Enoch (see J. Cantinat in Robert-Feuillet, 603), fits poorly a 
Galilean. The repeatedly advocated supposition that Jude actually derives from 
the brother of the Lord (thus most of the Catholic scholars, plus, e.g., Fleard, 
Sparks, Feine-Behm, Schneider, Guthrie) is therefore extremely unlikely, and 
Jude is probably a pseudonymous writing (Knopf, Windisch-Preisker, Barnett, 
Jiilicher-Fascher, Dibelius, Michaelis, FJenshaw, Goodspeed, A. Meyer; with 
questions, Schelkle), especially if Jude 1 refers back to a pseudonymous James 
(see pp. 290 f.). 

The early ecclesiastical attestation is at first good but then becomes uncertain. 
II Peter used Jude (see 5^0), and the Muratorian canon, Tertullian, and 
Clement of Alexandria regarded it as canonical. On the other hand, Origen 
quoted it, but did not regard it as a part of the canon (Eus., EH VI, 25). 
Eusebius (EH II, 23, 25; III, 25, 3), like Hieronymus, considered Jude as 
among the “disputed” writings. Nevertheless, this doubt of the canonicity 
of Jude obviously does not rest upon an independent tradition, but upon the 
offense caused by Jude’s use of the Apocrypha. In the canonical lists of the 
Western Church, Jude has stood uncontested since the fourth century. Luther, 
regarding Jude as dependent upon II Peter and as postapostolic, did not enu¬ 
merate it among “the true, undoubted principal books of the NT.” Luther 
found only a few followers until J. D. Michaelis. 

Jude doubtless belongs in the late period of primitive Christianity, but we 
lack all ways and means of determining more precisely the time of its origin. The 
reference to James points to the end of the first century as terminus a quo. 
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but there is no adequate reason for placing it as late as c. 125 (Goodspeed, 
Barnett). Tlie most probable dating is around the turn of the century. We 
know nothing about the place of composition. 

530 . The Second Epistle of Peter 

Commentaries, see p. 391. Studies: U. Holzmeister, “Vocabularium secundae epistolae 
S. Petri erroresque quidam de eo divulgati,” Bb 30, 1949, 339 ff.; E. Kasemann, *’Eine 
Apologie der urchristlichcn Eschatologie,” ZThK 49, 1952, 272 ff. (= Exegetische Ver- 
suche und Besinnungen I, 1960, 13 5 ff.) ; W. Marxsen, Der *^Friihkatholizhvius** im 
NTf 195 8, 7 ff.; G. H. Boobyer, *‘The Indebtedness of 2 Peter to 1 Peter,’* NT Essays 
in Memory of T, W, Mansoity 1959, 34 flF.; E. Fascher, RGG ® V, 1961, 259 f. 

1. Contents 

After the address (1:1 f.), there follow as epistolary introduction a re¬ 
minder to the readers of all the great things which the divine Power has granted 
to them, and an admonition to be most zealous in escaping from worldly cor¬ 
ruption and in obtaining knowledge, in order thus to gain entrance into the 
eternal kingdom of Christ (1:3-11). Peter, with his death in view, wants to 
refer the readers once more to the transfiguration of the Lord, of which he was 
a witness, as a preview of the coming parousia, and to the trustworthy prophetic 
word of the OT (1:12-21). An important concern of the Epistle is the urgent 
warning against false prophets (ch. 2), who will seek to bring in destructive 
heresies, who do not recognize Christ as Lord, who give themselves over to 
licentiousness, voluptuous living, and base greed, and with their wiles con¬ 
stitute a danger to those just converted. These false teachers are prophesied 
(2:1-3), and described as present (2:9-12). 3:1-13 refers to ch. 1 and warns of 
scoffers who will say that the parousia will not occur at all. As there has 
already been one world catastrophe, the deluge, so also the imminent day of the 
Lord will destroy the world through fire, and it will be a day of judgment. 
Concluding exhortation (3:14-18): Therefore, let us prepare ourselves for the 
parousia, as also Paul demanded, and grow in the grace and knowledge of Christ. 

2. Author and Authenticity 

The Epistle clearly raises the claim to be written by the apostle Peter. It 
begins (1:1) with the author’s self-designation: "Simon Peter, a servant and 
apostle of Jesus Christ.” The author speaks as an eyewitness of Jesus’ transfigura¬ 
tion (1:16 ff.). 1:14 refers to a saying of Jesus about Peter’s martyrdom. In 
3:15 f. the author places himself on the same level of apostolic authority as 
his "beloved brother Paul.” 3:1 obviously alludes to I Peter: "This is now the 
second letter that I have written to you.” Tlius II Peter is written in the form 
of a testament of Peter, who sees his death approaching (1:13 ff.). 

But Peter cannot have written this Epistle. 
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1. Petrine authorship is forbidden by the literary relation to Jude. II Pet. 

I and 3 have several parallels with Jude (cf. II Pet. 1:5 with Jude 3; II Pet. 
1:12 with Jude 5; II Pet. 3:2 f. with Jude 17 f.; II Pet. 3:14 with Jude 24; 

II Pet. 3:18 with Jude 25). Especially the portrayal of the false teachers in 
II Pet. 2 shows the most striking agreements with Jude, even in the illustrations 
from the OT, pictures from nature, and extensive agreements in wording and 
sequence. The false teachers deny the Lord Christ and lead a licentious life (II 
Pet. 2:1 f. = Jude 4); they despise and blaspheme the good angelic powers (II 
Pet. 2:10 f. = Jude 8 f.); they speak loud boasts (Wpoy/ca; II Pet. 2:18 = 
Jude 16); they are moral blemishes at their feasts (gttIXol crvvevayxovfievoL; II 
Pet. 2:13 = Jude 12); they are clouds driven by the wind, waterless, for whom 
the gloom of darkness has been reserved (II Pet. 2:17 = Jude 12 f.); they are 
reproached for fleshly defilement and licentious living (II Pet. 2:10, 12 ff., 18 = 
Jude 7 f., 10, 12, 16). The sequence of the three OT examples of punishment 
(Israel in the wilderness, the fallen angels, Sodom and Gomorrah) in Jude 5 ff. 
is arranged historically and modified in II Pet. 2:4 ff. (fallen angels, deluge, 
Sodom and Gomorrah), because this Epistle uses the example of the deluge 
against the deniers of the parousia. The general saying in II Pet. 2:11 first be¬ 
comes understandable when we have before our eyes the concrete example cited 
in Jude 9. The picture in Jude 12 f. is more authentic and more plastic than its 
parallel in II Pet. 2:17. 

This material shows already that II Peter is the dependent work. Furthermore, 
we may observe that the quotation from a non-canonical writing (Jude 14 f. = 
Apocalypse of Enoch 1:9; 60:8) is lacking in II Peter, and that additional allu¬ 
sions to apocryphal writings (Jude 6, fall of the angels; 9, struggle of the 
archangel Michael with the devil) are obscured by omission of essential features. 
Tlius we see that although Jude takes a naive attitude toward this literature, 
II Peter hesitates to use it. In contrast to Jude, who characterizes the false 
teachers as present, II Peter betrays literary reflection in that it seeks to portray 
the false teachers of its time as future: Peter’s prediction (2:1 ff.; future tense), 
3:3, 17 (7rpoyLvd)(TKOVTe<s), but in spite of that also the present tense (2:10, 12 ff., 
20), and even the preterit (2:15, 22) is used. Hence the judgment that II Peter 
is dependent upon Jude, and not vice versa, is today generally recognized (other¬ 
wise yet Guthrie). If in II Pet. 3:3 ff. the libertines also are pictured as deniers 
of the parousia, then here too II Peter offers the more developed, Jude the 
simpler, state of affairs, for Jude does not know that the false teachers, against 
whom he directs his polemic, would have doubted the parousia. Since Jude 
belongs in the postapostolic period, Peter cannot have written II Peter. 

2. The conceptual world and rhetorical language of II Peter are too strongly 
influenced by Hellenism to be attributed to Peter, or to a helper or pupil who 
wrote the Epistle under his command, even some time after the apostle’s death 
(as de Zwaan still regards as possible). 

To this Hellenistic influence we owe concepts like aper^ of God (1:3); 
'Virtue” in addition to "faith” (1:5); "knowledge” (1:2, 3, 6, 8; 2:20; 3:18); 
"you may escape from the corruption that is in the world because of passion. 
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and become partakers of the divine nature” {6ela<s kolvcjvol ^vo‘€a)<s 1:4); the 
term eTroVrat from the language of the mysteries (1:16); the juxtaposition of 
a quotation from the canonical book of Proverbs (26:11) and a familiar quo¬ 
tation from Hellenistic tradition (2:22), etc. 

3. One lively interest of the Epistle is to oppose the denial of the Christian 
expectation of the parousia. Already 1:12 ff. treats the hope in the parousia 
of Christ, which is authenticated through the fact of Jesus’ transfiguration and 
by OT prophecy. 3:3ff. is a direct polemic against deniers of the parousia. 
These scoffingly ask, "Where is the promise of his coming?” and appeal to the 
observation that "ever since the fathers fell asleep, all things have continued as 
they were from the beginning of creation” (3:4). Also in I Clem. 23:3 f. and 
II Clem. ll:2ff. is cited a writing obviously read in Christian circles, which 
raises the charge: "We heard that already in the days of our fathers, and, behold, 
we have become old, and nothing of it has happened to us.” I Clement was 
written about 95, II Clement hardly much earlier than 150. Tlius from the end 
of the first century on the sneering skepticism, to which II Pet. 3:3 ff. refers, 
can be historically attested. The Gnostics of the second century, however, 
opposed the doctrine of the parousia and gave it a new meaning by spiritualizing 
it. They are also probably meant as the preachers of "cleverly devised myths” 
(1:16) and of "knowledge” (see 2). In addition, libertinism and impudent 
disrespect of spiritual powers are their hallmarks (see 1). Accordingly, II Peter 
presents a front against a movement which bears the essential characteristics of 
second-century Gnosticism. A closer definition is, however, impossible. 

4. The second century is again indicated by appeals not only to a collection 
of Pauline epistles, whose statements are "hard to understand” and are mis¬ 
interpreted by the false teachers, but also to other normative writings, prob¬ 
ably both the OT and the NT, which was in the process of development (3: 
16). In view of this difficulty in understanding the "scriptures” and of the 
ambiguity of the "scriptures,” II Peter advocates the thesis that "no prophecy 
of scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation,” because men moved by 
the Holy Spirit have spoken (1:20 f.). Since not every Christian has the Spirit, 
exposition of the Scriptures is reserved to the ecclesiastical teaching office (Kase- 
mann, 152 f.; Marxsen, 16 f.; Schelkle, ac/ loc.). With this attitude we find our¬ 
selves doubtless far beyond the time of Peter and in "primitive Catholicism” 
[ "Fruhkatholizismus” ]. 

It is certain, therefore, that II Peter cannot have originated from Peter. Today, 
this result is accepted by most Catholic scholars (Schafer, Chaine, Benoit, BdJ, 
Cantinat in Robert-Feuillet, Michl, Schelkle; otherwise still Meinertz, Holz- 
meister, Hopfl-Gut; Wikenhauser undecided), in addition to almost all Prot¬ 
estants (otherwise Guthrie). Two additional facts confirm this conclusion: 

5. Pseudonymity in II Peter (similarly as in the Pastorals) is consistently 
carried out by means of strong emphasis upon Petrine composition (see above, 
p. 302). The author, however, derives his authority not only from the fiction 
of a "testament of Peter,” but also from the reference to I Peter in 3:1 f., 
whereby II Peter wants to "remind” (1:12, 15; 3:1 f.) its readers only of that 
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which has been said in I Peter which corresponds to the interpretation which 
the author of II Peter gives to I Peter (cf. Boobyer). This appeal to the apostolic 
authority of Peter and his Epistle is, however, clearly occasioned by the sharpen¬ 
ing of the Gnostic heresy opposed in Jude through consistent denial of the 
parousia by the false teachers. Hence the apostle becomes "the guarantor of the 
tradition” (1:12 f.), and the parousia, in connection with abandonment of the 
imminent expectation (3:8), is stripped of its Christological character and 
aligned with an anthropologically oriented doctrine of rewards (Kasemann). 
The consistent character of this pseudonymity betrays the late origin of II Peter. 

6. In spite of this strong emphasis upon Petrine composition, II Peter is 
nowhere mentioned in the second century. The apologists, Irenaeus, Tertullian, 
Cyprian, Clement of Alexandria, and the Muratorian canon are silent about it. 
The first certain witness is Origen, but, according to him, the Epistle is dis¬ 
puted (tt/A<^i^aAA€Tat). Eusebius classifies it among the "Antilegomena.” Hip- 
polytus knows II Peter, and likewise Firmilian, Bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia 
(t 268) (according to Cyprian, Ep. 75, 6). Still in the fourth century it is 
widely unknown or not recognized (cf. Hieronymus: "It is rejected by the 
majority” [a plerisque negatur]). Then gradually it achieves recognition. The 
canonical lists of Athanasius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory of Nazianzus, and 
others, have it. Under the influence of Hilary, Ambrose, and Augustine, it 
found final acceptance in the Western canon. The Peshitfa does not have II 
Peter; it has never obtained full canonical authority among the Syrians. 

3. Time and Place of Composition 

Every clue to a precise dating of II Peter eludes us. The time of composition 
of Jude is the terminus a quo. The development of Gnosticism traceable in II 
Peter makes it natural to think of the second quarter of the second century, 
whereas the lack of Christological heresy advises against coming down as late 
as 150, as do Fascher, Barnett, and Kasemann. We know nothing about the 
place of composition. Rome (Goodspeed, Barnett, Michl) can only be con¬ 
jectured. 

The "primitive catholic” features already mentioned, the Hellenistic an¬ 
thropology, the Hellenistic understanding of salvation (1:3 f.), and the aban¬ 
donment of the primitive Christian eschatology and its replacement by "that 
apocalyptic which Jews and Gentiles also esteem and preach” (Kasemann), 
make it plain that, in connection with II Peter as probably the latest writing 
in the NT canon, the problem of the "inner limits of the canon” stands out in 
special sharpness, and forces us to consider the normative character of this 
theology (see537). 


531. The First Epistle of John 

Commentaries, see p. 391. Studies: E. v. Dobschutz, “Johanneische Studien,” ZNW 
8, 1907, 1 ff.; R. Bultmann, ‘Analyse des I Joh.,” Festgabe fiir A. Jiilicher, 1927, 


306 


Introduction to the New Testament 


138 flF.; ideitiy **Die kirchliche Redaktion des I Joh.,” hi memoriam E. Lohmeyefy 1951, 
181 ff.; idciriy RGG ® III, 1959, 836 ff.; E. Lohmeyer, “Uber Gliederung iind Aufbau 
des I Job.,” ZNW 27, 1928, 225 £f.; F. Buchsel, “Zu den Johbr.,” ZNW 28, 1929, 
23 5 flf.; C. H. Dodd, *'The First Epistle of John and the Fourth Gospel,” BJRL 21, 
1937, 129 ff.; O. A. Piper, *T John and the Didache of the Primitive Church,” JBL 
66, 1947, 437 ff.; W. F. Howard, **Thc Common Authorship of the Johannine Gospel 
and Epistles,” JThSt 48, 1947, 12 ff.; W. G. Wilson, *'An Examination of the Linguistic 
Evidence Adduced Against the Unity of Authorship of the First Epistle of John and 
the Fourth Gospel,” JThSt 49, 1948, 147 ff.; R. Leconte, DBS IV, 1949, 797 ff.; 
E. Kasemann, "Ketzer und Zeuge,” ZThK 48, 1951, 292 ff. ( = Exegetische Versuche 
und Besinnungen I, 1960, 168 ff.); H. Braun, “Literar-Analyse und theologische 
Schichtung im I Joh.,” ZThK 48, 1951, 262 ff. (= Gesammelte Studien zum NT und 
seiner Umwelt, 1962, 210 ff.); H. Conzelmann, “Was von Anfang war,” 'Ntl. Studien 
fiir R. Bnltmanny Beih. ZNW 21, 1954, 194 ff.; A. P. Salom, “Some Aspects of the 
Grammatical Style of I John,” JBL 74, 195 5, 96 ff.; J. Hering, “Y a-t-il des aramais- 
mes dans la Premiere Epitre Johannique?,” RHPR 36, 1956, 113 ff.; W. Nauck, 
Die Tradition und der Charaker des I Joh.y WUNT 3, 1957; H. Strathmann, 
EKL II, 1958, 363 f.; O. Michel, CBL, 1959, 65 5 ff.; E. Haenchen, “Neuere Litcra- 
tur zu den Johbr.; A,” ThRdsch, N. F. 26, 1960, 1 ff.; J. A. T. Robinson, “The Des¬ 
tination and Purpose of the Johannine Epistles,” NTSt 7, 1960-61, 56 ff. 


1. Contents 

The Epistle has no clearly recognizable plan, but presents frequent variations 
on two themes; right faith in Christ and the necessary connection between faith 
and proper conduct. Consequently, attempts to point out an ingenious plan of 
seven groups (Lohmeyer, Albertz) are not convincing. Neither have other 
endeavors to outline a symmetrical organization (see the summary by A. Feuillet 
in Robert-Feuillet, 687 f.) proved successful. As in the case of I Peter (see 
above, p. 293), each attempt at a division can be nothing more than that. 

In the ‘‘address” (1:1-4), the author attests the reality of the life revealed 
through the incarnated Logos, which also gives to the readers fellowship with 
God. In the First course of thought (l;5--2:27), there are two theses, an ethical 
thesis (walking in the light), and a Christological thesis (confession of Jesus 
as the Christ). First, the ethical thesis is discussed in detail; walking in the 
light includes no absolute sinlessness (1;5-10); warning and comfort in view 
of the reality of sin in the Christian life (2;1 f.); keeping of the command¬ 
ments as indication of knowledge of God and Christ (2;3-6); brotherly love as 
proof of walking in the light (2:7-11); reminder to the readers of their posses¬ 
sion of salvation and urgent warning against love of the world (2:12-17). 
Then briefly, and with sharp remarks against the false teachers, the Christological 
thesis is developed (2:18-27). 

Tlie theme is repeated with another variation in the Second course of thought 
(2:28—4:6): doing righteousness and confessing Jesus as the Christ as marks of 
God’s sovereignty. Here also the carrying out of the ethical thesis, doing right¬ 
eousness, i.e., especially active brotherly love (2:28—3:24), receives greater 
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attention: doing righteousness and self-purification characterize the children of 
God and enable them to pass safely through the judgment before him (2:28- 
3:6); committing sin characterizes the children of the devil, not committing 
sin (exercising love), the children of God (3:7-17); energetic brotherly love 
and faith in Christ and love of the brethren among themselves are the guarantee 
of fellowship with God (3:18-24). And then the Christological thesis: The 
confession, Jesus Christ come in the flesh is the sign of origin from God” (4:1- 
6), is again expounded in a sharp, antiheretical formulation. 

In the Third course of thought (4:7-5:13), love and faith connect the 
lines of the meditation, in that in 4:7-21 love based upon faith and in 5:1-13 
faith based upon love prove to be the marks of being engendered by God. Con¬ 
cluding thoughts (5:14-21): the certainty of having life gives joyousness to 
prayer (14 f.) and intercession (except in connection with mortal sin; 16 f.); 
the basic truths stand fast: not sinning as a result of being born of God, and ad¬ 
herence to the confession of God in Jesus Christ (18-20); finally, the warning, 
'‘keep yourselves from idols” (21). 


2. Literary Character 

I John lacks the characteristics of an epistle: address and conclusion with 
greetings and benediction. It contains no names (except "Cain,” 3:12), and 
no concrete personal references. Hence it makes a nonepistolary impression. It 
appears to be a tractate intended for all of Christendom, an encyclical directed 
to all fellow believers, a "manifesto” (Knopf, Windisch, Jiilicher-Fascher, 
Riddle-Hutson, Klijn, Lohmeyer, Bultmann, Boismard, BdJ, and others). Other 
scholars object to this supposition on the grounds that I John presupposes a 
specific historical situation, that it (especially clearly in 2:18 ff.; 4:1 ff.) con¬ 
tends against the acute danger of a heretical belief, toward which the readers 
themselves have already taken a position (2:21; 4:4). The author has in mind 
a circle of readers somehow limited. Tlie addressees, "children” (2:1, 12, 14, 18, 
28; 3:7, 18; 4:4; 5:21), and "beloved” (2:7; 3:2, 21; 4:1, 7, 11), also cause 
some to conclude that here we have to do with the intimate relationship between 
a spiritual leader coming forward with fatherly authority and those committed 
to his care. Tlius in spite of the lack of an epistolary framework I John is said 
to be an actual epistle. However, the polemic against heretics in no wise alludes 
to concrete relations, and the discourses do not indicate a personal relation to 
the readers. That the readers were former Jews of the diaspora (Robinson) 
cannot be concluded from their acquaintance with Cain (3:12), from the moral 
standards presupposed for them, and not at all from the "Judaizing” character 
of the opposed heresy. The Gentile origin of the readers also is not stressed, 
because upon the basis of a special situation the entirety of Christendom is 
addressed. And Bultmann’s supposition that 1:1-4 imitates an epistolary address, 
whereas 5:13 is an epistolary conclusion, so that 5:14-21 turns out to be a 
secondary appendix, is not at all convincing, for apart from the question whether 
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5:14 if. is to be regarded as an addition (see below, p. 309), 1:4 and 5:13 cannot 
by any means be shown to be transformed introductory and concluding greet¬ 
ings. I John is in no way to be understood as a writing for specific readers. 

Scholars have attempted to explain the special literary nature of I John by 
various theories of secondary compilation (see the summary in Nauck, 1 ff.). 
First of all, v. Dobschiitz separated out of 2:28-3:17 four antithetical sentences 
(e.g., 3:9^a and 3:10Z?a), which the author of the Epistle elaborated and com¬ 
mented upon. Then Bultmann, using criteria based upon style and content, 
separated from the entire Epistle a *'Vorlage” consisting of twenty-six antitheti¬ 
cal couplets. He distinguished the poetical material of this "Vorlage” from the 
homiletical reworking which it received from the writer of the Epistle. Moreover, 
Bultmann designated this "Vorlage” as part of the Gnostic source of ‘‘revelation 
discourses,” which he also finds in the Gospel of John (see above, pp. 151 ff.). 
Bultmann later expanded this analysis with the hypothesis that an ecclasiastical 
redactor not only added an appendix (5:14-21), which, through its conceptions, 
proves to be a “foreign body,” but he also undertook interpolations in 2:28; 3:2; 
4:17 and 1:7; 2:2; 4:10, which introduce the ecclesiastical eschatology and the 
conception of expiation through the blood of Christ. Bultmann found agree¬ 
ment with his source analysis from Windisch, Wilder, and Preisker. Preisker, 
in the new edition of Windisch’s commentary, instead of revision, wanted to 
assume a second “Vorlage,” which seeks to establish the traditional eschatology. 
Braun, who agreed in principle with Bultmann’s method, sought to expand some¬ 
what the extent of the source lying at the basis of I John, denied the pre-Chris¬ 
tian origin of this source, and distinguished the standpoint of the source from 
that of the revision as “genuine Christian” and “primitive catholic.” Finally, 
Nauck held fast to the distinction between “Vorlage” and revision, but traced 
both back to the same author: Originally, the author, with the antithetically 
formulated “Vorlage,” had intervened in the situation of the church endangered 
by heresy and now with his commentary intends to lead the church finally to 
a sure attitude. 

The observation of the stylistic distinction between short, sententious sen¬ 
tences (e.g., 2:9) and broad, homiletical discussions (e.g., 2:1 f.) is absolutely 
correct. But the bounds between these two stylistic forms can be so little sharply 
drawn that during analysis the necessity repeatedly arises of supposing an inter¬ 
weaving of the “Vorlage” with the revision and vice versa, or of admitting the 
uncertainty of the separation (Braun, 215; Nauck, 74 ff., 123), thus showing 
that the separation cannot be undertaken convincingly upon the basis of 
stylistic peculiarities. On the other hand, if it can be established that also the 
“Vorlage” must be of Christian origin (Braun), but that between “Vorlage” 
and revision no clear theological difference exists (Kiisemann, 182 f., note 47; 
Haenchen, 32 ff.), then even this criterion for the separation of sources collapses. 
And Nauck’s supposition of the same authorship of “Vorlage” and revision is 
untenable, for we cannot understand why a writer should subsequently have so 
disrupted his own artistic work that we can observe nothing at all of the original. 
The supposition of a “Vorlage” and its revision is, therefore, unproved and 
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improbable. As for the diflferenccs in style, we may trace them back to the 
use of traditional material (cf. Piper). 

But is Bultmann’s supposition of an ecclesiastical redaction of I John tenable 
(cf. thereto Schnackenburg, 12 f.; Nauck, 128 ff.)? Since the offenses in the 
context are of no great significance, Bultmann’s excision of the references to 
futuristic eschatology and the expiating work of Jesus’ blood can be convincingly 
established only by maintaining a contrast to Johannine theology. But even in 
connection with the Gospel of John, this contention can be maintained only 
through the supposition of interpolations (see above, pp. 149 f.) and is thus not 
justified. More noteworthy are some reasons which can be adduced for the 
secondary addition of 5:14 ff. (cf. the cautious agreement by Feuillet in 
Robert-Feuillet, 693 f., and Schnackenburg, 12 f.): the distinction between 
two classes of sins is lacking otherwise in I John, and stands in tension with 
1:5 ff.; 7;Kct (5:20) for the coming of the Son of God is peculiar, and 5:21 
is linguistically un-Johannine. Since, however, these divergences or singularities 
are not actual contradictions to the remainder of I John, 5:14ff. can be 
thoroughly understood as forming an integral part of the Epistle, even if that 
naturally cannot be proved. That I John in the form in which it lies before us 
is the work of one author must, therefore, be considered as probable. 

Obviously, the Trinitarian addition in 5:7 f., the so-called Comma Johanneum 
(see H. Greeven, RGG ^ I, 1854; W. Thiele, **Beobachtungen zum Comma 
Johanneum,” 2NW 50, 1959, 61 ff.), is to be excluded from this judgment. 
This section is missing in all Greek manuscripts outside of three minuscules of 
the fourteenth to sixteenth centuries, in the original Vulgate and the Oriental 
translations. It was first taken up in the third edition of Erasmus, and from 
there came into the Textus Receptus (see below, p. 380). Today, without ex¬ 
ception, 5:7 f. is recognized as a later addition. The earliest sure witness is 
Priscillian (end of the fourth century). Whether the addition is somewhat 
older is debatable, but its interpolation already into the Greek text (Thiele) 
is very improbable. 


3. Purpose 

I John wants to warn against heretical teachers who have arisen in the 
Christian churches (2:18 f., 26; 3:7). Many false prophets have gone out into 
the world (4:1). I John calls them ''antichrists” (2:18; cf. 4:3). Since many 
have appeared, the readers know the parousia of Christ is close at hand (2: 
18; cf. Mk. 13:22 par.). The seriousness of the dawning age demands that 
Christians distinguish between the spirit of error and the spirit of truth (4:6). 
The Christians to whom the Epistle is directed already have resisted mightily 
the seducers (4:4). The false spirits went out of the congregation (2:19), but 
their dangerous influence has not yet been broken (4:1 ff.). What they want 
and promote is revealed by their features to which I John calls special attention: 
They boast about their knowledge of God (2:4; 4:8), love of God (4:20), 
and fellowship with God (1:6; 2:6, 9). They claim for themselves unique 
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pneumatic experiences (4:1 ff.) and think that they are exalted above sin 
(1:8, 10). They deny that Jesus is the Christ (2:22 f.), the Son of God in the 
sense of primitive Christian belief (4:15; 5:5, 10 ff.). They reject the confes¬ 
sion of the full historical humanity of Jesus, who came in the flesh (4:2), 
whose earthly work began with his baptism, and concluded with his death 
(5:6). It was, therefore, a Gnostic, enthusiastic movement, which advocated 
a Docetic Christology, in contrast to which the identity of the man Jesus 
with the Son of God and Christ (4:15; 5:1, 5) and the redemptive power of 
his death (5:6; 1:7; 2:1 f.; 3:16; 4:10) must be regarded as essential parts 
of the certainty of Christian faith. With their opposition to the Christian con¬ 
fession of faith was joined a basic moral outlook which scorned the firm bond 
between Christian faith and life. Tlie keeping of Jesus’ commandments did 
not appear to them as a basic demand (2:4), and they placed no importance 
upon the doing of righteousness (3:7, 10), active brotherly love (2:9, 11; 
3:10 ff.; 4:20), and help for the poor (3:17). They made concessions to the 
world, instead of separating themselves from it (4:5; 2:15 ff.), and in so 
doing claimed moral perfection (1:8, 10). By way of contrast, I John stresses 
most emphatically that knowledge of God and walking in the light are in¬ 
separable, and only Jesus Christ who became flesh brought sin-destroying love. 

The variety of primitive Christian Gnosticism which I John combats cannot 
with certainty be identified with names from the history of heresy. To be 
sure, scholars have often supposed that I John strikes out at the heresy of Cerin- 
thus, which appeared at the end of the first century in Asia Minor (e.g., 
Wikenhauser, de Zwaan, Feuillet in Robert-Feuillet, Feine-Behm, Chaine, 
Ross, Robinson, Bultmann; to the contrary, especially Schnackenburg, 15 ff.). 
But I John shows no trace of Cerinthus’ characteristic view that the Christ 
was joined only temporarily with the man Jesus, nor does I John polemize 
against the separation of an upper from a lower God. And the ethical danger, 
against which I John warns, is also not demonstrable in connection with 
Cerinthus. Thus if the Gnostic heresy cannot be fixed precisely historically, 
it is nevertheless significant that here, in contrast to Colossians, the Pastorals, 
Jude, and II Peter, the enthusiastic Gnosticism also has Christological effects. 
Hence we have to do here with a developed form of Gnosticism. The attack 
upon this Gnostic heresy takes place, however, in a language influenced by 
Gnosticism, a language closely parallel with the conceptual world of John 
(see above, p. 157). The proof that I John stands in history-of-tradition 
connection with Qumran and Christian baptismal ritual (Nauck, with agree¬ 
ment from M.-E. Boismard, RB 66, 1959, 146) is thus hardly successful, since 
reminiscences of single motifs prove no history-of-tradition dependence (see 
Haenchen, 21 ff., 41 f.). 

4. Author and Relation to the Fourth Gospel 

As Dionysius of Alexandria already saw (in Eus., EH VII, 25, 18 ff.), the 
relationship of I John with the Gospel of John is the most striking fact in 
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connection with the historical criticism of I John. Dionysius concluded from 
the agreement in language and conceptual world that both writings have the 
same author. This view remained uncontested until the beginning of the nine¬ 
teenth century and today is shared by the majority of scholars, independent 
of the question about the person of the author. But especially since the Tu¬ 
bingen school directed attention to the differences from which different authors 
can be inferred, this opinion has repeatedly come into the foreground (cf. 
lately, e.g., Moffatt, Dibelius, Goguel, Windisch, Wilder, Dodd, McNeile- 
Williams, Klijn, Bultmann, Conzelmann, Haenchen). Reasons based upon 
language and upon content are adduced for both views. 

a) That I John and John are extraordinarily closely related in vocabulary 
and style is undisputed (cf. Brooke, 1 ff.; Chaine, 104 ff.), which seems to in¬ 
dicate the same author. In contrast to that, Dodd has pointed out that I John 
uses significantly fewer prepositions, particles, and verbal compounds than 
John, and that numerous expressions and words of John are missing in I John. 
Especially striking is the lack of ovv (194 times in John); So^a (18); Kpiveiv 
(19); and yap is found sixty-three times in John, but only three times in I 
John. Howard and Wilson have questioned the probative force of these state¬ 
ments by pointing out that the frequency of use of particles, etc., and the 
presence of favorite particles corresponding to the length of the pieces of writ¬ 
ing and the subject treated vary even in the same author, so that no conclusions 
can be drawn therefrom. Moreover, Salom has shown that both writings coin¬ 
cide remarkably in frequence of sequence of sentence parts and in individual 
stylistc peculiarities (e.g., cV toutw ... on or idv) . On the other hand, Haenchen, 
taking up again Dodd’s observations, stresses that a difference in use of preposi¬ 
tions (John has, e.g., irapd with the genitive 25 times; I John has for it diro) 
allows us to presume another author. Indeed, an observation like the latter one 
is notable (e.g., in connection with the verbs alrdv and aKoveiv) , but against it 
stands the contrary observation that I Jn. 4:13 and Jn. 6:11 go together in the 
strange connection StSomt or BiaSiSovai ck rtvo?. Even if a certain linguistic 
difference between John and I John cannot be denied, it hardly goes further than 
is conceivable in the same writer at two different times sufficiently far apart. 

b) Decisive, however, is the question whether I John differs basically from 
John in content. Also here no one denies that both writings largely advocate 
the same ideas (cf. Windisch’s summary at I Jn. 1:3). Yet clear differences 
doubtless exist: In I John all OT citations are lacking; futuristic eschatology 
is emphasized (2:28, irapovcrla; 3:2; 4:17); the false teachers are characterized 
as present avTixpicTTOL (2:18, 22; 4:3); TrapaKXrjTo^ designates Jesus Christ (2:1), 
not the Spirit, as in John; only in I John is the atoning character of Jesus’ death 
presented (1:7, 9; 2:2; 4:10); John does not speak of rebirth through Christ 
(2:29). From these and other differences, Dodd has concluded that I John stands 
closer to common Christianity than John, Haenchen that I John is more strongly 
connected to primitive Catholicism than the Pastorals, and Conzelmann that 
I John already refers back to John as tradition. On the other hand, we must 
say, in the first place, that some of these conceptions are certainly found also 
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in John: futuristic eschatology (5:29; 12:48; 14:3); Christ indirectly as 
TrapaKXrjTos (14:16); and Jesus’ atoning death (1:29; 3:14 ff.; 6:51^; 12:24). 
Secondly, we note that some differences are explained by the polemic against 
heretics in I John: false teachers as avTixpicrroi; emphasis upon the connection 
between love of God and love of brother; or by the presumed chronological 
distance between the composition of both writings—rebirth through Christ. 
But above all it is not only unproved that I John refers back to John as 
tradition, but it is thoroughly questionable whether the comparison between 
John and I John justifies the conclusion that **the great sayings of the past 
. . . are worn from constant handling like long used coins” (Haenchen, 39), 
because the practical, paraenetic nature of I John, in contrast to the more 
strongly kerygmatically aligned Gospel, inevitably leads to formulations which 
are better suited to the concrete difficulties of the Christian life. 

Thus there hardly exists adequate reason to suppose another author for I 
John than for John. And since the earliest tradition (in Irenaeus, Haer. II, 17, 
5,8, and in the Muratorian canon, 26 ff.) simply refers to the evangelist as the 
author of I John, and thus offers no independent tradition about his person, 
we can hold only to that which we know about the author of John (see above, 
pp. 165 if.) That the author was a man with a Semitic mother language or 
Semitic thought patterns (Schnackenburg, Hering) can hardly be demonstrated. 


5. Time of Composition 

If I John and the Gospel of John stem from the same author, then I John 
was not written long before or after John. The attempts to prove I John 
earlier (lately, Strathmann, Klijn) or later (lately, Ross, Robinson, Haenchen, 
Guthrie) than John are not convincing. Since I John was already known in the 
second quarter of the second century (Polycarp, Phil. 7:1: ‘‘everyone who does 
not confess that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is an antichrist,” presupposes 
I Jn. 4:2 f., and Papias, according to Eus., EH III, 39, 17 “used testimonies from 
the first Epistle of John”), it could not have been written later than toward the 
end of the first quarter of the second century. Most probably we can date the 
origin of I John between 90-110. Concerning the place of origin, we know 
nothing. If John belongs to Syria (see above, p. 175), we may also conjecture 
that for I John (so also Nauck). 


§32. The Second and Third Epistles of John 

Commentaries, see p. 391. Studies: see to ^^l* besides A. Harnack, Uber den Ill 
Job., TU 15, 3, 1897; H. v. Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt und geistUche Vollmacht 
in den ersten dret Jabrbunderten, BhTh 14, 1953, 132 ff.; R. Schnackenburg, “Der 
Streit zwischen dem Verf. von 3 Joh. und Diotrephes . . . ,” MThZ 4, 1953, 18 ff.; 
G. Bornkamm, art. ThWB VI, 1959, 670 ff.; A. Kragerud, Der Lieblings- 

jiinger im Job., 1959, 100 ff.; E. Haenchen, **Neuere Literatur zu den Johbr.n: 
B,” ThRdsch, N.F. 26, 1960, 267 ff. 
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1. Contents 

II John. 'The elder” writes the Epistle to "the elect lady and her children,” 
without mentioning any names. In the address (1-3) the author emphasizes 
the bond of love which unites him and all who have recognized the truth with 
the addressees. An admonition to walk in truth and love, and a warning against 
deceivers who do not confess Jesus Christ who has come in the flesh and who 
preach progressivism, form the actual contents of the Epistle (4-11). The 
Epistle closes with the expressed hope of soon meeting personally (12), and 
with greetings from the "children of the elect sister” of the addressees (13). 

III John. Here "the elder” writes to a particular person, Gaius. After the 
short address (1) there follows in the epistolary introductory intercession (2- 
4) an expression of joy over the good testimony which traveling brethren give 
concerning Gaius. The theme of the Epistle is hospitality toward traveling 
brethren (5-12): Gaius is encouraged further to establish his tried and tested 
hospitality (5-8). 9 f. is a polemic against Diotrephes, because he provides 
opposition to the writer. Demetrius is praised (Ilf.). Conclusion (13-15): 
the Epistle is so brief because "the elder” hopes soon to meet Gaius in person 
(13 f.). Wish for peace, and greetings (15). 

2. Form, Destination, and Purpose 

No other NT epistle, not even Philemon, has so much the form of the 
Hellenistic private letter as II and III John. Both are actual letters. But they 
do not treat private concerns, but matters of the faith and life of Christian 
congregations, and, as remarks of an ecclesiastical person of authority, they 
bear a certain official character. 

II John is directed to a congregation. Kvpia (1, 5) can be, of course, a per¬ 
sonal name or official address of a woman (thus falsely Albertz: "head of a house¬ 
hold church”; Ross, Guthrie: "elect lady”), but according to the entire attitude 
of the Epistle we must suppose that the word Kvpla here has a metaphorical 
meaning. The one so designated is connected by the bond of mutually binding 
love with "all who know the truth” (1, 5). Her "children,” many in number 
(4), are, like the "children” of the "elder” (III 4), not physical but spiritual 
children. The Epistle treats problems of Christian congregational life (5 f., 
7 ff., 10 f.). "Lady” is thus a pictorial designation of a congregation, a carry¬ 
over of a political expression to an ecclesiastical community (see W. Foerster, 
ThWB III, 1938, 1095, and F. J. Dolger, "Domina Mater Ecclesia und die 
'Herrin* im II Joh.,” Antike und Christentum, 5, 1936, 211 ff.). As an ecclesi¬ 
astical community it is called "elect,** like its "elect sister** (13; cf. I Pet. 5:13), 
the congregation at the place from which the "elder** writes. II John is intended 
for a concrete, particular church (4, 12 f.). 

Of Gaius, to whom III John is sent, nothing otherwise is known. We know 
just as little about Diotrephes (9) and Demetrius (12). Gaius was probably 
converted through the "elder** (4) and obviously lives in a community in 
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which he and his *'friends” (15) stand apart from Diotrephes (9), who domi¬ 
nates the congregation, and his circle. It is not clear whether Demetrius also 
belongs to the congregation and to the friends of Gaius, or is the bearer of the 
Epistle, or is one of the **strange brethren** (5). The congregation is certainly 
a different one from that of II John, for the figure of Diotrephes would not 
fit into the harmonious picture of II John. That III 9 refers to II John, which 
was written earlier (thus, e.g., Dibelius, Jiilicher-Fascher, McNeile-Williams, 
Strathmann), is very questionable, in view of the difference in the situation 
(cf. Schnackenburg, Haenchen, Guthrie)—the similarity of form points to the 
origin of both Epistles at about the same time. Particulars about the place of 
destination can no more be determined for III John than for II John. 

The purpose of both Epistles is different. In II John *‘the elder** warns the 
addressed congregation against false teachers who deny the incarnation of Jesus 
Christ and preach progressivism, and thus against Gnostics similar to those com¬ 
bated in I John. Here they are also equated with the antichrist, and ‘'the 
elder** commands the congregation to enter into no kind of relationship with 
such people. Upon the basis of what authority "the elder** gives this instruction 
to the addressed congregation cannot be determined. 

In III John "the elder** praises Gaius, because he has extended hospitality to 
missionary brethren. He commands him to continue to do so, not allowing 
himself to be hindered by Diotrephes, w^ho rejects "the elder** and "prates against 
him v/ith evil words** (9 f.). Diotrephes does not welcome to the congregation 
the brethren sent by "the elder,** prevents the members of the congregation 
from welcoming them, and puts them out of the church when they resist him. 
What kind of situation is presupposed in III John is disputed (cf. the report by 
Haenchen). Harnack wanted to see expressed here the struggle of the old pro¬ 
vincial missionary organizations against the individual churches which had been 
consolidated under monarchical leadership (similarly, Kragerud, Schneider, 
Schnackenburg). But there is not even a clue to a provincial missionary organiza¬ 
tion or something similar. Also the attempts to show that Diotrephes is a Gnostic 
(W. Bauer, see to §24, 97), or to see in the "elder** one of the false teachers 
excommunicated by Diotrephes, the orthodox congregational leader (Kiise- 
mann), are untenable, because there is no mention of the "eldcr*s** false teaching 
or of his excommunication. Preferably we can think of a conflict between a 
fixed ecclesiastical organization and an earlier, freer charismatic situation 
(Jiilicher-Fascher, Bultmann, Michel, v. Campenhausen, Bornkamm). Yet it is 
not clear that "the elder** represents the freer charismatic situation. It is clear 
only that, according to the opinion of "the elder,** Diotrephes has usurped an ex¬ 
clusive role, to which he has no right, in spite of his de facto role of leadership. 
Thereby Diotrephes hinders the missionary activity supported by "the elder** 
and some members of Diotrephes* congregation. Obviously, "the elder as speaker 
of one congregation turns to another congregation** (Haenchen). Like Diotre¬ 
phes, he is probably a congregational leader, but as "the elder** he enjoys a more 
than local authority, which Diotrephes obviously denies to him. Tims we can 
clarify the historical difficulty only by determining who this elder was. 
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3. Author 

II and III John have the same author. They speak the same language. They 
nearly agree in length and in epistolary form (address, introduction, conclu¬ 
sion). They carry at their head the same characteristic self-designation of the 
author, 6 TTpea^vrepo^, This title, which is used instead of a name, at this time 
hardly indicates "the presbyter” (of whom there were many), but "the elderly 
man.” The riddle of this designation is to be solved as little from the Epistle 
alone as the problem of the person of the author in general. Now both Epistles 
are closely related to the Gospel of John and I John in language, style, and 
world view (summary of the material in R. H. Charles, The Revelation of 
St, John, ICC, I, XXXIV ff., XLIff.). The emphasis upon the truth of the 
author’s testimony in III 12 is similar to that in Jn. 19:3 5 and 21:24. Ill 11 
expresses the characteristic Johannine view that one’s fundamental being is 
to be inferred from the way one acts. II 4 ff. is full of parallels to conceptions 
from I John. The front of heretical Gnosticism, against which II 7, 9 is directed, 
is the same as in I John. II and III John are either artificial creations prepared 
in conscious imitation of Johannine writing (so Dibelius, Jiilicher-Fascher) — 
but their unpretentiousness militates against that—or they stem from the 
same author as I John and John. These two Epistles, written for particular 
occasions, probably owe their preservation solely to the respect that their author 
enjoyed as the author of two more significant larger writings. 

Certain scholars, of course, have sought to ascribe II and III John to a differ¬ 
ent author from that of I John, because of particular differences in thought 
and language (e.g., Julicher-Fascher, J. Jeremias, "Joh. Literarkritik,” ThBl 
20, 1941, 43, note 39, Bultmann). The following are not supposed to agree 
with Johannine thought: designation of a single false teacher as "the antichrist” 
(II 7); no "progressivist” (II 9) is to be received by the congregation (10 f.); 
Jesus Christ who "is come in the flesh” (I 4, 2) is called Jesus Christ who "comes 
in the flesh” (II 7); in contradiction to Jn. 1:18 and I 4:12^7, III 11 says, "he 
who does evil has not seen God.” These differences, however, are too trivial to 
be taken seriously. 

But who is the author who simply calls himself 6 TTpccr/^tVcpos? It is as improb¬ 
able that the name has been omitted as that it designates an office. In so far as 
the early ecclesiastical tradition traced John and I II III John back to the 
same author (see above, p. 310), it supposed that John the son of Zebedee 
was also the author of II III John (concerning the slight age of this tradition, 
see above, pp. 168 ff.). If II III John stem from the same author as I John, then 
the arguments already presented against authorship by the son of Zebedee also 
apply to these small writings. But on the other hand, it also follows that the 
author of these four writings could call himself 6 TTpeor/Jurepo? and thereby be 
understood. Then two possibilities remain: Either a man unknown to us, who 
perhaps belonged to a Trpea-pvTiptov (cf. I Tim. 4:14), bore this title in a special 
sense, though we can know no details about it, or 6 TrpeaPvTepos is an allusion 
to the membership of this man in that circle of "those ‘presbyters’ whom Papias 
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and Irenaeus and Clement represented as custodians and transmitters of the 
apostolic tradition” (Haenchen, 291). If this second supposition is more prob¬ 
able, because only it makes understandable the authoritative use of the title 
by the author of II III John, then we may further ask whether perhaps the 
one whom Papias calls 6 Trpax^uTcpo? 'Iwdvvrjs (in Eus., EH III, 39, 4; see above, 
pp. 171 f.) designated himself in this manner. But to this question there is no 
certain answer. 


4. Time of Origin 

We first find an acquaintance with II III John in Clement of Alexandria, who, 
according to Eus., EH VI, 14, 1, commented upon all the Catholic epistles. 
But Irenaeus quoted only II John, and the Muratorian canon speaks only of 
two Johannine epistles which were accepted in the Catholic Church. Since, 
according to the proof by T. W. Manson (JThSt 48, 1947, 32 f.). Ill John 
was independently translated into Latin, III John obviously came into the 
canon in the West later than II John. And yet Origen (in Eus., EH VI, 25, 
10) and Eusebius (EH III, 25, 3) know that the authenticity of the small 
Johannine epistles is not generally recognized, and Hieronymus {vir. ilL, 9) 
reports that II III John are ascribed to the presbyter John. If, therefore, 
II III John were only hesitatingly taken up into the canon and possibly were 
not known until late (in any case III John), there is hardly any special tradi¬ 
tion about the author. Rather, for both Epistles, in addition to their brevity, 
the title 6 7 rpe(TftvT€po<; was a hindrance, as it does not point to an apostle. Since 
we can recognize nothing about the time of origin either from the tradition or 
the Epistle itself, and we also know nothing at all about the sequence of the 
Epistles, we must think of the same time as for I John, therefore approximately 
90-110. 


C. THE APOCALYPTIC BOOK 
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Literature; A. Hilgenfeld, Die jiidische Afwkalyptiky 18 57; W. Bousset-H. Gress- 
MANN, Die Religion des Judenttnns im %\}dthellenhthchen Zeitalfer, Hdb. 21, ^1926, 
11 ff., 242 ff.; J.-B. Frey, DBS I, 1928, 326 ff. (lit.); E. Stauffer, "Das theologische 
Weltbild der Apokalyptik,’* ZsystTh 8, 1931, 203 ff.; P. Volz, Die Eschatologie der 
jiidiscJjen Gemeinde im nil. Zeilalter, 1934; J. Sickenberger, RAC I, 1950, 504 ff.; 
H. H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic, “1947 (lit.); J. Bloch, On the Apoca¬ 
lyptic in Judaism, Jewish Quarterly Review, Monograph Series 2, 1952; W. Foerster, 
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I — III, RGG “ I, 1957, 463 ff.; H. Gross- J. Michl-F. J. Schierse, Apokalypsen, 
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text are available only in separate editions, but in translation in the following colk 
E. Kautzsch, Die Apokryphen und Vseudepigraphen des AT II, 1900; R. H. Cha 
The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament in English II, 19 
P. Riessler, Altjudisches Schrifttum ansserhalb der Bibel, 1928; J. Maier, Die Tex. 
vom Toten Meer I, 1960. 

The concept ‘‘apocalypticism” designates, on the one hand, a phenomenon in 
the history of religion, a religious attitude which is characterized by a peculiar 
eschatological world of thought, and, on the other hand, a literary category, in 
which such eschatological thoughts are expressed. Generally, where religions are 
occupied with the problem of the end of the world and the close of history, we 
meet apocalyptic thoughts and their literary deposits, especially in the Orient, 
and particularly in Iranian religion, but also in Hellenistic syncretism and 
among the ancient Germans. Apocalypticism developed most profusely on the 
soil of Judaism and primitive Christianity. The name is based upon Rev. 1:1: 
“The revelation (a7roKd\v\{/L<;) of Jesus Christ, which God gave him.” Here for 
the first time such a book which unveils the divine secrets of the end-time car¬ 
ries the title “Apocalypse,” “Book of Revelation.” Nevertheless, the Apocalypse 
of John had predecessors, for the origin of this literary category lies in Judaism. 
Jewish apocalypticism, for its part, arose out of, and continued, Israelite 
prophecy, and by adopting various kinds of materials strange in form and 
thought succeeded prophecy. 

Since the time of Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiah the expectation of the immi¬ 
nent end of the world as cosmic catastrophe more and more comes to the fore. 
Tlie future kingdom of God assumes the features of a kingdom not of this 
world, whose arena is the new heaven and the new earth. Isa. 24-27, Zech. 
9-14, Joel, and other works are prophecies of an apocalyptic nature. The true 
Jewish apocalypses present complete books of prophecy in pseudonymous form. 
The first and most significant among the preserved apocalypses is the book of 
Daniel, written 165/164 B.c., in the time of the Maccabean revolt. The period 
from the Maccabean wars until the turn of the second century a.d. is the 
golden age of Jewish apocalypticism: Books of Enoch, the Testaments of the 
Twelve Patriarchs, the Jewish Sibyllines, the Assumption of Moses, II (IV) 
Ezra, the Syrian Apocalypse of Baruch, the “War Scroll” found at Qumran, etc. 
Tlie Jewish apocalyptists do not dare to step forth personally, but conceal 
themselves behind the authority of some ancient worthy, such as Enoch, Noah, 
Abraham, the twelve patriarchs, Moses, Elijah, Daniel, Baruch, and Ezra. They 
write history in prophetic form from the time of the alleged author until the 
end of the world. About the time of the actual author, which is treated with 
special accuracy, there often occurs a break between representation of past 
history and construction of future history, which gives a clue to the time of 
composition. The apocalyptists receive their revelations in ecstatic visions or 
dreams, but the vision also becomes simply the stylistic form of apocalypticism. 
Their most essential means of expression are parable (allegory) and symbol: 
Persons are represented in the form of animals and historical events in the form 
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of natural phenomena. Colors and numbers have secret meanings. The meaning 
of the numbers is connected with the ancient Oriental world picture [Welt- 
bild]. The images often have a history behind them; they stem from the 
mythological, cosmological, and astrological tradition of the Orient as of the 
West, a tradition which more or less determines their meaning. 

Apocalypticism is controlled by a historical, ethical dualism. The present 
aeon is evil, standing under the lordship of demons; God has turned away from 
the earth; his will was formerly manifested in the history of the fathers; in the 
time of the end he will again reveal himself mightily and will finally prevail. 
The world lies in wickedness, but God will help. This aeon of the godless, earthly 
kingdom is coming to an end; the new aeon of God’s transcendental kingdom 
stands at the door. Apocalypticism spreads out before us like a vast panorama 
a religious view of history, which sees the course of world history predestined 
to the smallest detail, according to a fixed, meaningful plan of God. Apocalyp¬ 
ticism, certain of the goal of history, infers from past history the laws accord¬ 
ing to which the course of the world will terminate. It calculates the inbreaking 
of the end, which is prepared for by a chain of catastrophes on the earth and in 
the cosmos, and finally resolves the conflict between God’s will and present 
reality, between his holiness and man’s sin. **Their [the apocalyptists’] despair 
of the world that was living without God was coupled with the lively hope 
that all things work together for good to them that love God” (Rowley, 163). 
The seriousness of the threat of judgment and the glow of hope in imminent 
salvation through God’s wonderful rule exercised strong influence upon Jewish 
piety in the centuries around the turn of our era. 

Primitive Christianity was most strongly influenced by apocalyptic concep¬ 
tions, which above all refer to the inbreaking of God’s kingdom and the 
parousia of Christ. In Jesus’ eschatological words, and in the expectation of the 
end held by Paul and I II John, resound thoughts of the book of Daniel and 
of later Jewish apocalypticism. Mk. 13 par.; I Thess. 4:15-17; II Thess. 2:1-12; 
I Cor. 15:20-28; II Cor. 5:1 ff.; 12:4; Hb. 12:22 ff. are signs that Christianity 
soon independently used and developed apocalyptic conceptions. Later the 
Christians went even further and created a Christian apocalyptic literature, either 
by revising Jewish apocalypses in a Christian direction (e.g., II [IV] Ezra, Testa¬ 
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Ascension of Isaiah, Christian Sibyllines), or 
by composing new apocalypses (before the middle of the second century. 
Apocalypse of Peter, Shepherd of Hermas; see the survey LThK I, 698 ff., and 
the translations in E. Hennecke-W. Schnccmelcher, NT Apocrypha, II). The 
earliest and most significant apocalyptic work from Christian hands is the 
Apocalypse of John. 
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RGG “ III, 330 ff.; R. Schutz, Die Offcubaning dcs Johannes und Kaiser Dojnitian, 
FRLANT, N.F. 32, 1933; H. Strathmann, Was soli die ^^Offenbarnng” des Johan¬ 
nes im NT?, (1934) "1947; E. Lohmeyer, *‘Die Offenbarung des Johannes, 1920-34,” 
ThRdsch, N.F. 6, 1934, 269 ff.; ibid. 7, 193 5, 28 ff.; G. Bornkamm, "Die Komposition 
der apokalyptischen Visionen in der Offenbarung Johannis,” ZNW 36, 1937, 132 ff. 
(= Studien zu Antike und Urchristentum, BeTh 28, 1959, 204 ff.); H.-D. Wendland, 
GescJjichtsansc/jauiing und Geschichtsbewusstsein im NT, 1938, 49 ff.; M.-E. Boismard, 
" *L*apocaIypse’ ou *les apocalypses* de S. Jean,** RB 56, 1949, 507 ff.; A. Farrer, 
A Rebirth of Images, 1949; M. Rissi, Zeit und GescJoichte in der Offenbarung des 
Johamies, AThANT 22, 1952; E. Stauffer, Christns und die Cdsaren, "*1952, 160 ff.; 
CJjrist and tJje Caesars: Historical Sketches. Tr. K. & R. Gregory Smith from 3rd ed. 
(1952), 195 5; J. W. Bowman, "The Revelation to John: Its Dramatic Structure and 
Message,** Int 9, 1955, 436 ff.; S. Gift, UApocalypse et Vfmtoire, 1957 (cf. thereto 
J. Schmid, ThLZ 84, 1959, 428 ff.); J. Michl, LThK I, 690 ff.; A. Feuillet, "Essai 
d*interprctation du chapitre XI de FApocalypse,** NTSt 4, 1957-58, 183 ff.; L. Gop- 
PELT, EKL II, 365 ff.; G. Delling, "Zum gottcsdienstlichen Stil der Johannes-Apk.,** 
NovT 3, 1959, 107 ff.; C. C. Torrey, The Apocalypse of John, 1958; O. A. Piper, 
RGG ® III, 822 ff. (bibl.); O. Michel, CBL, 1959, 957 ff.; S. Lauchli, "Eine Gottes- 
dienststruktur in der Johannesoffenbarung,** ThZ 16, 1960, 3 59 ff.; E. Lohse, "Die atl. 
Sprache des Sehers Johannes,** ZNW 52, 1961, 122 ff.; T. FIoltz, Die Christologie der 
Apk. des JoJjafines, TU 85, 1962. 


1. Contents 

After the introduction the Apocalypse is clearly organized into two prin¬ 
cipal parts: chaps. 2, 3 are words of admonition to the church of the author*s 
time (the seven so-called open letters); chaps. 4-22 disclose the future. Only 
the second principal part, which comprises almost three fourths of the entire 
book, is apocalyptic in the strict sense. But the introductory account of the 
Christ-vision of John the seer on Patmos (1:9-20), which is preceded by a 
preface (1:1-3) designating the contents of the book as divine revelation to 
John and by an epistolary introduction (1:4-8), also places the open letters 
under the apocalyptic keynote of the entire book, and 22:21 terminates it like 
an epistle. The book, according to 1:4, 11 is intended for the seven churches in 
the cities of Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamum, Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia, and 
Laodicea. 

The open letters (chaps. 2, 3) are symmetrically constructed epistles, of 
exhortatory, comforting, and censorious contents, which the heavenly Christ 
writes to the churches through John. Each church receives, according to its 
condition, praise and blame; the brightest light falls upon the church of Phila¬ 
delphia, the darkest shadow upon that of Laodicea. 

In a long series of visions, which appear predominantly in groups of seven, 
the actual apocalypse (chaps. 4—22) reveals and points out the things to come. 
Preceding the vision of seven seals (6:1-8:1) is a prelude in heaven (4:1-5:14): 
John, carried away into heaven, beholds God upon his throne, surrounded by the 
twenty-four elders and the four living creatures (ch. 4), the sealed scroll which 
no one is able to open (5:1-5), and the Lamb, who is to break the seals 
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(5:6-14). The opening of the first six seals permits the Seer to view the four 
horsemen of the apocalypse (6:1-8), the souls of the martyrs under the altar 
(6:9-11), and the shaking of the structure of the world (6:12-17). Then an in¬ 
terlude is inserted: the sealing of the 144,000 from the tribes of Israel (7:1-8), 
and the great multitude of martyrs before God’s throne (7:9-17). With the 
opening of the seventh seal, silence commences in heaven (8:1). Forthwith, 
however, a second group of seven begins—the vision of the seven trumpets 
(8:2-11:19). After an introduction (8:2-6; prayers of the saints upon the 
heavenly altar; fire cast upon the earth) the first four trumpets (8:7-12) bring 
frightful catastrophes upon the earth, sea, inland waters, sun, moon, and stars. 
The continuation is prepared for by the eagle’s threefold cry of woe (8:13). 
After the fifth (9:1-12) and sixth (9:13-21) trumpets there follow demonic 
locusts and a wild host of cavalrymen. An interlude brings to the Apocalyptist, 
who again finds himself upon the earth, two visions (10:1-11:14): an angel 
comes down from heaven, promises that in the days of the seventh trumpet 
the mystery of God will be fulfilled, and gives the small open scroll lying in 
his hand to the Seer to eat, which first tastes sweet and then bitter (ch. 10). 
Then the Seer must measure the temple. He hears the prophecy from the two 
witnesses, who appear as preachers of repentance, and are killed by the beast out 
of the abyss, but rise again and ascend into heaven (11:1-14). The seventh 
trumpet (11:15-19) calls forth heavenly hymns and the appearance of the 
ark of the covenant in the heavenly temple, but also cosmic woes. Then follows 
a long interruption of the series of seven (chaps. 12-14): the dragon and the 
Laml^war and victory. The heavenly woman with the child is threatened by 
the dragon, and the child carried up to God (12:1-6). Michael triumphs over 
the dragon (12:7-12), which vainly pursues the woman on the earth (12:13- 
17). Two beasts emerge (13:1-18): the first out of the sea, with the mortally 
wounded and healed head, which persecutes the Christians (13:1-10); the 
second from the land, the importunate, wooing companion of the first (13:11- 
17); the number of the first beast, the number of a man, is 666 (13:18). By 
way of contrast, there appears the vision of the Lamb and of 144,000 sealed (14: 
1-5), and the announcement and execution of judgment (14:6-20). Next 
appears the third group of seven, the vision of the seven bowls (chaps. 15, 16), 
with the dreadful plagues, which are poured out from the bowls of God’s wrath 
upon the earth one after another, but do not yet bring the end. Not until the 
fall of Babylon (17:1-19:10) does the judgment of God begin, which leads to 
the final triumph of the eternal Lord of history: judgment upon the harlot 
Babylon and the beast (ch. 17), with the lament over Babylon’s fall (ch. 18), 
and joy in heaven (19:1-10). The final section, the coming of Christ and the 
consummation (19:11-22:5), portrays the victory of the Christ (who appears 
on a white horse and whose names are 6 Aoyo? tov 0eov, "King of Kings,” and 
'*Lord of Lords”) over the antichrist and his followers (19:11-21), the thou¬ 
sand-year kingdom, in which the pious who have been certified through death 
participate, judgment upon Satan, who once more has become free (20:1-10), 
the last judgment (20:11-15), and the heavenly Jerusalem (21:1-22:5). 
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The conclusion (22:6-21) contains the verification of the Apocalypse as a 
prophetic witness of divine truth, a renewed promise of Christ’s parousia, and 
a benediction. 


2. The Apocalypse of John as 
an Apocalyptic and Prophetic Book 

The Apocalypse is most closely connected with the apocalyptic literature of 
Judaism (see 533). Mythical material, mysterious numbers, visions and ap¬ 
paritions out of heaven as the chief means of revealing transworldly things, 
reproduction of that which has been seen in richly embellished, fanciful images, 
but also frequent dependence upon the OT, characterize the Apocalypse as a 
work which belongs to the same literary category as the Jewish apocalypses. A 
chain of visionary images represents **what must soon take place” (1:1; 22:6), 
*Vhat is and what is to take place hereafter” (1:19): the last phase of the his¬ 
tory of God with mankind and the universe. 

The Seer of the Johannine Apocalypse, however, in more than one way 
makes himself free in a characteristic manner from the scheme of apocalyptic 
literature and draws up a picture of history of quite a different sort from that of 
Jewish apocalypticism. 

The Johannine Apocalypse is no pseudonymous book: John writes under his 
own name (1:1, 4, 9; 22:8) and does not conceal himself behind the mask of 
an ancient worthy, as was the custom of the Jewish apocalyptists. John is pre¬ 
sumably a real visionary, but when he depicts that which he has experienced, 
he does not get lost in cosmological or astronomical secret wisdom. He does not 
write secret wisdom, allegedly out of primordial times; rather, he gives un¬ 
sealed, open, clear, eschatological prophecy and exhortation related to the present 
(22:10). The book is directed to a large circle of readers, the seven churches 
as the church in John’s field of vision, and is intended to be read aloud (1:3, 4; 
22:16, 18). The epistolary framework, on which the Apocalypse appears to be 
stretched between the address (1:4 ff.) and the conclusion (22:21), is not tradi¬ 
tional and is reminiscent of the literary form which primitive Christian litera¬ 
ture at first mostly took (see 5H)* The elevated liturgical tone, which char¬ 
acterizes the Apocalypse far beyond its hymns, doxologies, and prayers, causes 
us to recognize that it was written with the thought of being read aloud in 
worship. Here too the practice of primitive Christian life had a voice in the 
shaping of the literary form. 

The apocalyptic book of the NT is contrasted still more strongly with the 
Jewish type in its view of history. 

In the history of his time John sees a mighty drama taking place. The stage 
is the earth, more precisely, the world controlled by the Roman Empire, and, 
in particular, the sector of it in which John lives, the province of Asia. The 
Christian church and the pagan political power are pitted against each other 
in the severest struggle. The Roman state gives color to the **beast,” the bitter 
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enemy of the church (13:1 ff.), heathen Rome to the **harlot,” who sits upon 
the beast (17:1 ff.). Rome prepares itself for the assault upon Christianity: The 
churches of Asia Minor have to suffer under its vexation (2:3, 10; 3:8); in 
Pergamum the blood of martyrs has already flowed (2:13). Even in the vision 
of the seals a multitude of Christian martyrs under the altar in heaven appears 
in the eyes of the Seer (6:9). But these events of the past and present are only 
the gentle prelude to the coming great decisive struggle, which the nearest 
future will bring, ‘The hour of trial which is coming on the whole world” 
(3:10), in which the number of martyrs predestined by God should be com¬ 
plete (6:11), and in which the Christians who are faithful until death are to 
obtain the crown of victory (3:11; 2:10; 13:10, etc.). The Seer already sees the 
endless multitude of martyrs, who come out of the great tribulation, in the 
adornment of the victors, clothed in white robes, with palm branches in their 
hands, standing before the throne of God, beside the “sea of glass” (7:9 ff.; 
15:2). He hears their praise in the hymn of the angel (12:10 flf.). He views them 
as participants in the reign and joy of the thousand-year kingdom (20:4, 6). En¬ 
thusiastically he summons the faithful to battle and victory in this unparalleled 
time of martyrdom: “ ‘Blessed are the dead who die in the Lord henceforth.’ 
‘Blessed indeed,’ says the Spirit, ‘that they may rest from their labors, for their 
deeds follow them!’” (14:13). 

This drama, however, plays only upon the proscenium, so to speak. Along 
with and behind this drama a yet much vaster plot unfolds, in which heaven 
and hell are in action—the war of God with Satan (see especially chaps. 12 ff.). 
The beast with the seven heads and ten horns, which rises up out of the sea, 
this apocalyptic symbol of “Imperium Romanum,” has his power from the 
dragon, that old serpent, the deceiver of the whole world; it is the servant of the 
devil, the executor of his will upon the earth (13:2). The Roman Empire 
is the Satanic world power, because it fosters and demands emperor worship 
(13:4ff.). The subordinate figure of the second beast shows still more crassly 
the empire’s anti-God activity. It rises out of the earth and entices the inhabitants 
of the earth to worship the image of the first beast (13:12 ff.)—for good reason 
we see in the second beast, in the “false prophet” (16:13; 19:20; 20:10), the 
imperial priesthood of the province (or an individual out of its midst) with 
its fanatic promotion of the emperor cult (see, e.g., Bousset and Lohse, ad loc,). 
The dragon, which lay in wait for the messianic child and sought to storm 
heaven (12:4, 7), is also the driving power in connection with the persecution 
of the Christians (12:17), who refuse to worship the beast. But the struggling 
Christian church has yet a stronger patron: Christ, the Son of man (1:13; 
14:14), the Lamb with the healed mortal wound (5:6), who, as the firstborn 
of the dead, was raised up to heaven, and as God’s partner on the throne has 
become ruler over the kings of the earth (1:5), is victor (5:5; 3:21), the 
Lord of the new aeon. God Almighty had previously frustrated the assault of 
Satan, saved the messianic child from him (12:5), and cast Satan himself with 
his angelic host out of heaven (12:9). God’s victory in heaven guarantees his 
coming victory on earth. God has predestined the course of things; the Sei 
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ycviadai of the sovereign divine will stands above the events of the nearest 
future. He will direct the course of history so that the combatants who have 
**not worshiped the beast or its image” and have *'not received its mark on their 
foreheads or their hands” (20:4) will receive the prize of victory. 

God’s immutable will over the last act in the world drama is written down 
in the secret scroll with the seven seals, which the Apocalyptist sees in the right 
hand of the Majesty upon the heavenly throne (5:1). Before the eyes of the 
Seer Christ receives this scroll, the testament of God, in order to execute it 
immediately and uninterruptedly (5:7, 9; chaps. 6 ff.). Its contents, in spite of 
dreadful terrors, are gospel, consummation of salvation (14:6; 10:7). The might 
of the empire is broken by Christ—he conquers and destroys the two opponents 
of the faithful, the beast and the false prophet (19:11 ff.). Then follows the 
triumph of the martyrs, the thousand-year reign, during which the resurrected, 
tried, and tested warriors reign with Christ, while Satan lies chained in the 
abyss (20:1 ff.). Then, after a brief release of Satan for the final, frightful 
madness upon the earth, comes the final destruction of God’s archenemy (20: 
7ff.). Following the last judgment (20:11 ff.) there is revealed a luminous 
view of a new, glorious world, with the new Jerusalem, the blessed inheritance 
of the victors in eternal fellowship with God (21:1-22:5). 

The new in the Apocalypse of John here is, first of all, the total transforma¬ 
tion of the Jewish into a Christian apocalypticism of history [Geschichtsapo- 
kalyptik]. From John, and through the historical appearance of Jesus, the 
apocalyptic view of history received a new foundation, upon which now the 
entire weight of the structure rests. Whereas Daniel and his successors had to 
turn their glance far toward the past to the God of their fathers, in order to 
find clear clues of his helping might in the great times of the past of the people 
of Israel and to rejoice with full pride over these events (cf. Dan. 2:23; Jub. 
45:3; Test. Jud. 19; Assumption of Moses 3:9; II [IV] Ezra 3:15), for John 
the starting point of his eschatological hope is faith in the saving act of God 
in Jesus and in his saving work which portends victory. This event, which the 
first Christians themselves experienced at first hand, is for John the pivot of 
his confidence in the historically powerful God. As little as the Apocalypse 
dwells on the earthly life of Jesus, the appearance of Jesus, symbolized by the 
birth of the messianic child (12:5), by Jesus’ redemptive death (1:5; 7:14; 
12:11), and his victorious exaltation (3:21; 5:5; 17:14; cf. 1:7), is the eschato¬ 
logical turning point of history, the pledge of its divine consummation. The con¬ 
ception of salvation history, in whose center Jesus stands, lies at the basis of 
the Apocalypse’s philosophy of history, gives to it the tone which comes from 
the certainty of salvation: the battle in heaven has been fought; Satan has 
fallen (12:7 ff.); "now the salvation and the power and the kingdom of our 
God . . . have come” (12:10) (cf. on the Apocalypse’s view of history the 
works cited above of Wendland, Rissi, 66 ff., Holtz, 95 ff., 212 ff.). 

The prophetic Seer, who speaks in the Apocalypse, writes a book of comfort 
for the church, which is on the point of becoming a martyr church. To that 
end he interprets the events of the present and the recent past and prophesies 
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the development of things in the short span of time until the end of the world 
and the establishment of God’s sovereignty. A definite situation of the primi¬ 
tive Christian churches, which in the shortest time must lead to the bloody 
persecution of all of Christendom, and the confident, victorious outlook beyond 
the coming time of suffering to the imminent parousia of Christ and the destruc¬ 
tion of all antidivinc powers, provide us with a secure basis for interpreting the 
Apocalypse, an interpretation which the Apocalypse itself demands. The Apoca¬ 
lypse is a book of its time, written out of its time and for its time, not for the 
distant generations of the future or even of the end-time. It is an occasional 
writing [Gelegenheitsschrift], as much so as are the epistles of the NT, and 
which, therefore, as a matter of principle should be understood in relation to 
the history of its time. With this insight into the nature of the Apocalypse we 
must combine our understanding of it as a work determined by the apocalyptic 
tradition and yet written according to a new Christian-prophetic point of view. 


3. Sources, Literary Form, and Plan of the Apocalypse 

This message, however, is presented in a form which gives rise to many ques¬ 
tions. On the one hand, the Apocalypse creates the impression of a systematic and 
careful plan. The order to the Seer to write '*what you see, and what is and 
what is to take place hereafter” (1:19) is carried out in succession in 1:10-18; 
2-3; 4:1-22:5. By means of the Epistles, seals, trumpets, and bowls, the num¬ 
ber seven is stressed by explicit enumeration, and since elsewhere in the Apoca¬ 
lypse the number seven plays an accentuated role (seven spirits, 3:1; seven lamp- 
stands, 1:12; seven stars, 1:16; seven heads, 5:6; 12:3; 17:3; seven angels, 
8:2, etc.), scholars have tried to explain the plan of the entire Apocalypse even 
in detail according to the principle of the number seven (ef. recently, e.g., 
Lohmeyer [likewise Rist], Charles, de Zwaan, Goppelt, Albertz, Lohse, Bow¬ 
man). In the section (12-14) standing between the seven trumpets and the 
seven seals, e.g., we can easily differentiate seven scenes: 12:1-18; 13:1-10; 
13:11-18; 14:1-5; 14:6-13; 14:14-20; 15:2-4 (so Bowman). But here there 
is no recognizable indication that precisely this sevenfold division was in¬ 
tended. A comparison of the proposed arrangements (cf. only the table in 
Bowman, 444) shows that the various proposals by no means agree and give 
the impression of artificiality. On the other hand, if we view the whole of the 
Apocalypse, then we can much rather say that "the book shows no clearly 
recognizable arrangement” (Piper). But beyond that we must note that the 
Apocalypse offers numerous doublets (the seven trumpets and the seven bowls; 
the last judgment, 14:14 ff. and 20:11 ff.; description of the heavenly Jerusalem, 
21:1 ff. and 21:9 ff.); that the visions in 7:1-17 and 10:1-11:14 interrupt the 
series of the seven seals and the seven trumpets; that the seventh trumpet (11: 
15-19) combines heavenly songs of praise, a vision of salvation, and cosmic 
catastrophes; that a chronological sequence of the things seen is difficult to carry 
out (11:1 ff. seems to point to the time shortly before the destruction of the 
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temple in Jerusalem; 12:1 ff. reports the birth of Jesus, and 17:5 ff. belongs at 
the earliest in the time of Vespasian). Since the time of H. Grotius (1641), 
these numerous contradictions have caused many scholars to explain the origin 
of the Apocalypse with literary-critical conjectures. Some thought of the weav¬ 
ing together of various Jewish or Christian written sources by the author. Others 
suggested a manifold changing of a **Grundschrift” by redactors (see the re¬ 
ports in Bousset, 108 ff., and Lohmeyer, ThRdsch 7, 1935, 35 ff.). Since all of 
these hypotheses have been unconvincing, scholars in recent decades have only 
occasionally sought to explain the difficulties by the supposition of sources or 
interpolations (McNeile-Williams, Charles, Windisch; Giet, 182 ffi., regards 
19:9-22:21 as a later addition). But it has especially been supposed that the 
Apocalypse in its transmitted form was put together out of two writings com¬ 
posed at different times by the same author (de Zwaan: visions of the years 70 
and 79-96; E. Hirsch, Stiidien zum 4. Ev., BhTh 1 1, 1936, 156 ff.: 1:1-3, 
7; 4:2-22:10, 18 f. stem from the year 6^f69^ and 1:4-6; 1:8-3:22; 22:11-17, 
20 f. from the end of Domitian’s reign; M. Goguel, The Birth of Christianity, 
Tr. H. C. Snape, 1954, 525 f.: 1:4-3:22 from the years 80-85; 4:1 ff. from the 
end of Domitian’s reign; Boismard: two parallel texts were woven together, the 
one beginning with 10:2 was written under Nero, the one beginning with 4:1 
at the beginning of Domitian’s rule, and chaps. 1—3 somewhat later). But none 
of these hypotheses has been able to make it plain why the author fitted his 
own earlier and unimproved writing to or into a later writing. Hence this ap¬ 
proach to a solution of the literary problem of the Apocalypse is not successful 
(cf. also Michaclis, 307 f.). We are faced, then, with two facts: The Apocalypse 
does not owe its literary form alone to intentional shaping by the author, and 
neither connected sources nor secondary interpolations can be convincingly 
demonstrated. Only the supposition that the author used various traditional ma¬ 
terials in an independent manner takes into account these two facts (so lately 
Piper). In view of these heterogeneous materials, the unavoidable question arises: 
Is this particular complex of tradition, or this particular conception, of pagan, 
Jewish, or Christian origin? Although this question cannot always be answered 
with certainty, its answer is indispensable to the exposition of individual texts. 
For the understanding of the Apocalypse as a whole, however, this problem in 
comparative religion is largely without significance, because John in any case 
found his material in Jewish, if not already in Christian, form and dealt with 
it freely. 

The linguistic and stylistic form, in which the author expressed the tradi¬ 
tional material on the basis of personal visionary experience and of the situation 
of the church of his time, is certainly very remarkable. The language of the 
Apocalpsc is saturated with countless verbal reminiscences of the OT, yet we 
find not a single verbatim quotation. Tliese reminiscences, to be sure, are 
parallel more than once with the LXX and later versions of the OT, but manifest 
in the majority of cases an exact knowledge of the Hebraic and Aramaic primi¬ 
tive texts of the OT (proof in Charles I, LXV ff.). But the author consequently 
writes not only in a strongly Semitized, hieratic style, with the result that 
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his OT form of expression can be used as an aid in textual criticism (Lohse), 
but also “throughout the entire book we find peculiar (and in such abundance 
only in the Apocalypse) demonstrable grammatical and stylistic crudities, 
especially neglect of congruity, which lend to the linguistic character of the 
Apocalypse its special stamp” (Bousset; sec on the language of the Apocalypse, 
Bousset, 159 ff.; Charles I, CXVIIff.: “A Short Grammar of the Apocalypse”; 
J. Schmid, Stiidien zur Geschichte des griech, Apk.-Textes II, MThSt, 1. Erg. 
Bd., 1955, 173 ff.). This form of the Greek language, which is characteristic of 
the Apocalypse, is hardly an indication of faulty command of the language 
(Feine-Behm), but an intentional peculiarity of the Apocalyptist, and therefore 
not the secondary result of a “careful” translation out of Aramaic (Torrey). 

In addition to this peculiarity of language in the narrower sense, the Apoca¬ 
lypse shows in its hymns and songs of praise an abundance of material in poetic 
form (1:5 f.; 4:8, 11; 5:9 f., 12 f.; 7:10, 12; 11:15, 17 f.; 12:10-12; 15:3 f.; 
19:1 f., 5-8; 22:13). It has often been supposed that John cites liturgical 
pieces from the Christian worship of his time (e.g., O. Cullmann, Early Christian 
Worship, Tr. A. S. Todd and J. B. Torrance from 2nd ed., 1953; Lohse, excursus 
to 7:17), or even in his hymnic texts follows the liturgy of Asia Minor 
(Lauchli). But this supposition is undcmonstrable and arbitrary, since John 
according to his own statement participates in heavenly worship (see E. Stauffer, 
NT Theology, Tr. John Marsh from 5th ed. [1948], 1956, 202). Belling has 
shown that the liturgical pieces, which arc formed extensively out of OT ma¬ 
terials, assist the author in his interpretation of the visions and therefore prob¬ 
ably to a great extent were formulated by the author himself for this purpose. 
It is not the course of an earthly or of a supposed heavenly worship service 
which conditions the structure of the Apocalypse, but it is the sequence of the 
expected eschatological events and presumably also the visionary experience of 
the author whioh is decisive for the structure of the entire writing. Yet it is 
precisely this course of expected eschatological events which seems to be inter¬ 
rupted by chronological retrospections and repetitions (see above, pp. 324 f.). 
A unilinear, logical, consistent succession of eschatological events cannot be 
known, and we can hardly speak of a “homogeneous composition” (Goppelt). 
Rather we can readily understand that since Victorinus of Pettau (t 304) there 
have been those who have sought to explain the repetitions with the supposition 
that the same future, eschatological events are described several times in succes¬ 
sion (recapitulation theory; similarly, lately Rissi). But we may note that con¬ 
trary to this supposition the text contains no kind of indication which points to 
an intentional repetition. Instead, the visions of the bowls clearly represent an 
advance beyond the visions of the trumpets. Hence Bornkamm*s supposition is 
correct: The sections 6:1-8:1; 8:2-14:12, and 15:1-22:6 follow one after an¬ 
other in the relationship of overture, preparation, and final events. But even 
this explanation does not solve all the riddles of the course of the prophecies, 
such as the retrospection in 12:1 ff. and the prospection of the last judgment 
in 14:14 ff. The result of the discussion about the correct exposition of the 
Apocalypse, a discussion carried on since antiquity and marked by many 
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changes (see the survey in Bousset, 49 ff.; lately, especially Piper), is that John 
wants to describe the imminent end-time beginning in his present with ma¬ 
terials containing traditional conceptions. If we may adhere to this conclusion, 
then we must also say that the actual goal of the prophetic-apocalyptic portrayal 
is not the course of the eschatological events, but their significance for the 
church of his time ("kerygmatic picture of reality,” Goppelt). Therefore to 
understand the message of the Apocalypse a knowledge of the external circum¬ 
stances of its origin is especially indispensable. 


4. Time of Composition of the Apocalypse 

According to the earliest tradition, Irenaeus (Haer. V, 30, 3 = Eus., EH III, 
18) reports that John **saw the revelation ... at the close of Domitian’s reign” 
(81-96). The testimony of the book itself favors an origin in the province 
of Asia when the Christians were severely oppressed, a time best conceivable 
under Domitian. In the open letters of the Apocalypse, persecutions arc expected 
at the hands of the authorities (2:10); the blood of martyrs has already flowed 
(2:13; 6:9); frightful danger threatens all of Christendom (3:10): the out¬ 
break of a general persecution of Christians by the Roman state is imminent. 
In 17:6 John sees the harlot, Babylon-Rome, drunk from the blood of the saints 
and from the blood of the witnesses of Jesus (cf. 18:24; 19:2; 16:6; 6:10). 
In 20:4 participation in the thousand-year kingdom is promised to the martyrs, 
who for the sake of the testimony to Jesus and for the word of God fell to the 
ax, and who did not worship the beast and its image and did not receive its 
mark upon their foreheads and their hands, i.e., to those who refused divine 
worship to the emperor (13:4, 12 ff.; 14:9, 11; 16:2; 19:20). Christianity has 
collided with the state and the state’s religion, the Christ cult with the emperor 
cult. For the sake of the faith the Apocalypse raises vehement opposition against 
Rome and the emperor cult. Tliat corresponds to the situation under Domitian. 

The state religion had not turned against Christians before Domitian. Nero’s 
raging in Rome against the Christians had nothing to do with the cult of the 
emperor. Under Domitian, who according to Oriental pattern claimed divine 
worship for himself as emperor during his lifetime (title, "our Lord and our 
God” [dominus ac deus nostcr], sec Suetonius, Domitian 13, and L. Cerfaux 
and J. Tondriau, Le cnlte des souverains dans la civilisation greco-romainct 
1957, 35 5 ff.), persecution of Christians by the state on religious grounds took 
place for the first time. In 96, members of the emperor’s house in Rome were 
called to account because of aOcoTT]^, an offense against the state religion. And 
in the Christian tradition Domitian is unanimously regarded as the first per¬ 
secutor of the Christians after Nero (Melito, in Eus., EH IV, 26, 9, etc.). In the 
province of Asia the cult of the emperor was promoted with special zeal. Under 
Domitian Ephesus received a new temple to the emperor (Scluitz, 18 ff.). But 
Giet’s contention that Vespasian placed special emphasis upon the emperor cult 
contradicts all that we know (see Cerfaux-Tondriau, loc. cit., 354 f.). 
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Precisely in the province of Asia, the classical land of the emperor cult, at the 
time of Domitian all prerequisites are given for the severe conflict between 
Christianity and the state religion which the Apocalypse has in mind (cf. also 
I Peter!). To be sure, the Seer nowhere alludes to Domitian as the very emperor 
reigning then. The *'beast” (13:1 ff.) does not bear the features of a definite 
historical ruler, but rather the features of the demonic figure of Nero rcdivivtis, 
this figure being very much alive in the popular expectation of that time. But 
the picture of the time which the Apocalypse sketches coincides with no epoch of 
the primitive history of Christianity so well as with the period of Domitian’s per¬ 
secution. 

It is unfortunate that we cannot calculate even from chaps. 13 and 17 which 
Roman emperor was reigning when the Apocalypse was written. The seven 
heads of the beast (13:1), according to 17:9 f., represent seven emperors: *'They 
are also seven kings, five of whom have fallen, one is, the other has not yet 
come, and when he comes he must remain only a little while” (17:10). In both 
chapters the interest is not at all fixed on the last in the series: 13:3 points in 
particular to one of the heads of the beast, which "seemed to have a mortal 
wound, but its mortal wound was healed.” 17:11 transcends the number seven 
and poses the riddle: "as for the beast that was and is not, it is an eighth but 
it belongs to the seven, and it goes to perdition.” Here as there the thought 
is of the demonic figure of Nero returned from the dead (see on the myth of 
Nero, Bousset, Charles, Lohmeyer, ad loc.): The antichrist embodies himself in 
the demonic form of a ruler, Nero, who returns from the kingdom of the dead 
in a future emperor, who should not be counted because he breaks the rule of 
the cosmic number seven, and he already was one in the series of seven. Although 
the author’s interest is focused, not on the last of the series, but on the yet 
expected (seventh and) eighth emperor, in 17:9a he thinks it important for the 
reader to note who is reckoned as the sixth emperor. For us, however, there is still 
the difficulty that we do not know with which emperor the enumeration is 
supposed to begin. Usually we calculate from Augustus on and regard Vespasian 
as the sixth emperor (Augustus, Tiberius, Caligula, Claudius, Nero, Vespasian; 
the soldier-emperors, Galba, Otho, Vitellius 68/69, are not taken into considera¬ 
tion). Giet would like to count from Caesar on, and thus regards Vespasian 
as the seventh or the tenth emperor. But Giet overlooks the fact that the "ten 
kings,” according to 17:12, are yet completely future. In connection with the 
usual enumeration we must either suppose that the Apocalypse was written 
under Vespasian (but Vespasian was no promoter of the emperor cult and no 
persecutor of the Christians), or that the author took up a fragment which 
originated under Vespasian, without adapting the enumeration to the present 
(but 17:7 ff. doubtless is the author’s own interpretation). Feuillet’s supposi¬ 
tion that the author who wrote under Domitian fictitiously backdated his writ¬ 
ing to the time of Vespasian is especially arbitrary. Thus there remain only 
two possibilities: First, the author generally was not concerned about agreement 
between the enumeration which, for him, was dogmatically fixed, and historical 
reality (thus, e.g., Bousset, Lohse). But then he could hardly have written 
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17:9a, Or second, we must suppose with Brun that John begins the series of 
the Roman emperors regarded as enemies of God with Caligula. John, then, 
would resemble the author of the Apocalypse of II (IV) Ezra, who likewise wrote 
under Domitian, and who counted the three Flavians separately because of 
their hostility toward the Jews. If this supposition proves true, then Domitian 
would be the sixth emperor starting with Caligula, and the enumeration of the 
Roman emperors by the author would agree with the origin of the Apocalypse 
under Domitian. But as probable as this supposition is, it remains a hypothesis, 
and it is unable to secure the dating of the Apocalypse during Domitian’s 
reign. And especially the mysterious number 666 (13:18) can contribute noth¬ 
ing to the dating, since its solution remains completely uncertain, and several 
emperors’ names can be proposed with good reason. 

In favor of an origin of the Apocalypse toward the end of the first century 
we may also note that according to 2:8-11 the congregation at Smyrna had 
been tried for a long time, whereas according to Polycarp, Phil. 11, it did not 
yet exist at all in the time of Paul. And 3:17 describes the church at Laodicea 
as rich, though this city was almost completely destroyed by an earthquake 
in A.D. 60/61. 

All probability thus favors the view that the Apocalypse was written in 
Asia Minor toward the end of Domitian’s reign, thus about 90-95. Its purpose 
was to encourage the Christian churches which were threatened by destructive 
persecution to resistance and to perseverance, and to assure them of Christ’s early 
victory over the powers of the antichrist. 

5. Author 

The Seer of the Apocalypse and the author of the book mention his name 
**John” in four places (1:1, 4, 9; 22:8). Since he receives the first vision on 
the Isle of Patmos, which lies off the coast of Asia Minor by Miletus (1:9), 
and directs his book in the form of a circular letter to the seven churches in 
Asia (1:4; cf. 1:11), whose situation he knows quite exactly, as chaps. 2, 3 show, 
he himself without question belongs in this province. He bears no title which 
indicates his position to the readers. He asks a hearing as **servant” of God (or 
Jesus Christ) (1:1), as “brother” of the addressed Christians who shares with 
them “in Jesus the tribulation and the kingdom and the patient endurance” 
(1:9). The plain name “John” points to a personality known to all, and the 
matter-of-fact way in which he demands to be heard, to a man of high au¬ 
thority. He has been a prophet only since the vision of his call (1:9 ff.). The 
only datum out of his life which he supplies is that he “was on the island called 
Patmos on account of the word of God and the testimony of Jesus” (1:9), 
i.e., he was a preacher of the gospel, and as such he was obviously prominent, 
if the early interpretation of his stay on Patmos as banishment is correct (Ter- 
tullian, Praescr, Haer, 36; Clement of Alexandria, Qtiis Div, Salv, 42). 

Already in the second century the apostle John, the son of Zebedee, was 
named as author, first, before 160, by Justin, Dial, 81, 4 (with reference to Rev. 
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20:4): ain]p tls, (h ovo/xa Tajdm;^, ct9 twv aTroo-ToXwy tov Xpearov iv a7roKa\vi[/eL 
yevojxivr] avrio . . . 7rpoe(/)^7Cucre, and soon thereafter by Clement of Alexandria, 
0///5 Div, Salv, 42: ^Imavvov tov anoerToXov, Papias designated the Apocalypse 
as trustworthy (according to the commentary of Andreas of Caesarea, in J. 
Schmid, SUidien [see above, p. 326], I Text, 10), and Melito of Sardis (in Eus., 
EH IV, 26, 2) wrote about it. Tlius the Apocalypse from the end of the second 
century on in the West was regarded as apostolic and canonical without excep¬ 
tion, and generally in the East until the middle of the third century. 

This opinion certainly was not uncontested. Marcion’s rejection of the 
Apocalypse as Jewish (according to Tertullian, adv. Marc, 4, 5) means nothing. 
The fact, however, that the anti-Montanist opponents of the Gospel of John 
in Asia Minor, the so-called Alogoi (see above, p. 140), and the Roman anti- 
Montanist, Gains (c. 210), could trace the Apocalypse, which was prized by 
the Montanists, back to the Gnostic Cerinthus, proves that at the beginning of 
the third century the apostle John’s authorship of the Apocalypse was 
by no means generally recognized. This relative uncertainty explains the fact 
that about the middle of the third century Bishop Dionysius of Alexandria, in 
connection with a polemic against the apocalyptic false teaching of chiliasm, 
could deny the Apocalypse to the apostle John and trace it back to another 
inspired man by the name of John. Dionysius pointed out the great linguistic 
and stylistic differences between the Apocalypse, on the one hand, and John 
and the Johannine epistles, on the other hand (in Eus., EH VII, 25, 1 ff.; Ante- 
Nicene Fathers, Vol. VI, pp. 81-84; German in WGK, NT, 6 ff.). From then on 
the apostolic origin of the Apocalypse was long disputed in the East. Eusebius 
vacillated between ‘‘recognized” and “forged” (see below, p. 349). Thus the 
Apocalypse is missing from several canonical lists of Asia Minor and Palestine and 
from most of the Greek manuscripts of the NT until the ninth and tenth cen¬ 
turies (cf. J. Schmid [above, p. 326] II, 31 ff.), and it first came into the Syriac 
NT through the revision of Philoxenos (see below, p. 3 54). But after Athanasius 
in his thirty-ninth Easter epistle, and the Latin Church under the influence 
of Augustine toward the end of the fourth century, had accepted the Apocalypse 
in their canonical lists, it was no more officially contested as a part of the NT. 
And since Hieronymus in his catalog of writers did not mention that the 
canonical status of the Apocalypse was disputed, the Middle Ages knew nothing 
about it. Erasmus was the first to refer again to the considerations which weigh 
against the composition of the Apocalypse by John the evangelist. Luther, to 
whom the Apocalypse was offensive by reason of its contents, declared in his 
“Preface to the Revelation of Saint John,” 1522, that he regarded the book as 
“neither apostolic nor prophetic” (see Works of Martin Luther, “The Philadel¬ 
phia Edition,” Vol. 6 [1932], pp. 488 f.), and he also held fast to this judgment 
about the author in his more positive preface of 1530. Although Zwingli and 
Calvin also opposed the Apocalypse with reserve, J. S. Semler first again denied 
the Apocalypse to the apostle John by reason of its theology and its position 
in the context of the history of religions (see WGK, NT, 74 f., 79), and since 
then the view that the Apocalypse and John cannot derive from the same author 
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has made much headway (recently, e.g., Bousset, Heard, Lohse, McNeile-Wil- 
liams, Jiilicher-Fascher, Rist, Henshaw). Yet the supposition that the apostle 
John is the author of John and the Johannine epistles as well as of the Apoca¬ 
lypse now as then has numerous supporters (so, e.g., outside of most of the 
Catholic scholars, Michaelis, Albertz, Hadorn, de Zwaan, Klijn, Feine-Behm, 
Guthrie, E, Stauffer, NT Theology, 1956, 40 f., etc.; Lohmeyer and Farrer as¬ 
sume the same author, but not the apostle; for Piper, Michl, Boismard, and 
Wikenhauser, the question of authorship remains undecided). 

In favor of equating the author of the Apocalypse with the author of John 
and the apostle John, one points, in addition to the great age of this tradition, 
especially to the agreements in language and conceptual world. But in all these 
respects it becomes evident that the apocalyptist John cannot be identical with 
the author of John and of the Johannine epistles. The language is completely 
different, as especially Charles has shown (I, XXIX ff.; Rev.: apvLov, "lepovaaXTjfx, 
Wvo^, eOurj = heathen; John: ap.v6^, TepoaoAv/xa, cOvo^ = the Jews). More impor¬ 
tant, the eschatology of the Apocalypse is most strongly determined by futuristic 
apocalyptic conceptions, of which John generally manifests nothing. Similarly, 
John is strongly interested in the earthly life of Jesus, whereas the Apocalypse 
mentions Jesus’ birth only once and his death repeatedly. The Apocalypse 
and the Gospel of John speak and think so fundamentally differently that 
the early tradition (which in no way is undisputed) of the identity of the author 
of John and the Apocalypse cannot be based upon dependable knowledge, but 
must owe its origin to an earlier judgment in connection with the canonization 
of both writings. 

Then we know nothing more about the author of the Apocalypse than that 
he was a Jewish-Christian prophet by the name of John. For he cannot be 
identical with John the son of Zebedee, if the son of Zebedee died as a martyr 
long before the end of the first century (see above, pp. 173 f.). And the '‘pres¬ 
byter” John mentioned by Papias belongs by no means certainly to Asia Minor; 
rather the possibility exists of his identity with the presbyter of II III John (and 
then probably also John and I John). John, the author of the Apocalypse, does 
not have his authority through his relation to the Palestinian primitive church, 
but as a former witness for Jesus in the churches of Asia Minor (1:9) and as a 
present witness for Jesus in respect to all that he saw and that which God gave 
him to show to his servants (1:1 f.). 

6. The Theological Problem 

Whereas in the discussion about the historical criticism and canonical status 
of James the theological problem of its message was never included until Luther, 
this discussion in connection with the Apocalypse flared up from the beginning 
on in respect to the contents of this writing. Dionysius of Alexandria raised 
questions about the author of the Apocalypse because the advocates of an earthly 
eschatological hope (the “Chiliasts”), whom he opposed, appealed to Rev. 20. 
In order to dispute the right of the false teachers to claim that their doctrine 
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was in conformity with Scripture, he denied, with historical arguments, the 
apostolic origin of the Apocalypse, and added that the book exceeded his capacity 
(Eus. EH VII, 25). Quite corresponding to that, Luther declared at the begin¬ 
ning of the Reformation that "his spirit” could not "accommodate itself to the 
book,” because the Apocalypse has altogether too much to do with visions and 
symbols, and Christ is neither taught nor recognized therein. Appealing to the 
discussion in the early church, Luther stated that he regarded the book as neither 
apostolic nor prophetic. Once more, at the beginning of conscious historical criti¬ 
cism of the NT Semler said "the tone of the Apocalypse” was "displeasing and 
offensive” to him, and therefore he could not regard the book as inspired and 
must deny it to the author of John (see above, p. 330). Thus because of its vi¬ 
sionary and symbolic contents, which are unusual in the NT framework, and its 
abstruseness, the Apocalypse has been theologically controversial in all periods of 
church history. So it remains until today: Whereas some will find in the Apoca¬ 
lypse a "genuine apostolic representation of the history of the end” (Goppelt), 
for others it is only "a valuable monument from a historical crisis in the history 
of our faith” (Rist, p. 3 59), its Christianity "a weakly Christianized Judaism” 
(R. Bultmann, Theology of the NT, II, 175). To be sure, today we are one in 
principle in respect to the correct method of exposition of the Apocalypse, at 
least where such exposition proceeds from scientific presuppositions: Tlie Apoca¬ 
lypse can only be understood in accordance with the intentions of the author 
and with our historical distance from his time, if we first of all ask about the 
traditional meaning of the images and conceptions [traditionsgeschichtliche 
Methode], then seek to determine which expectations the author proclaims in 
respect to the imminent end [endgeschichtliche Methode], and finally observe 
to what extent, by means of reference to the history of the immediate past or 
present, the time of the end is regarded as already realized in the present [zeit- 
geschichtliche Methode]. But even if through conscious combination of these 
methods we reach a somewhat certain view of the intended meaning of the 
numerous symbols and concepts, the theological problem still remains as to 
what extent the eschatological view of history proclaimed in the Apocalypse 
harmonizes with the remainder of the NT message, and what existential mean¬ 
ing for us today this apocalyptic portrayal of the future, which is so strange 
to us, still has. In view of the repetitions and contradictions in the Apocalypse, 
and in view of the fact that the past of Christ’s appearance and the present of 
the church’s experience are included in the history of the end, there can be 
no doubt that the Apocalypse intends to offer no "chronology of eschatologi¬ 
cal dates” (Michaelis), as realistically as the author understood his prophecies, 
but a "picture of the essence of the totality of events,” which is accessible only 
to the faithful (Goppelt). This picture of the essence is by no means only a 
superficially Christianized Judaism, as the central significance of the present and 
future Christ for the total view of the divine history and the present situation 
of the Christian church shows (see Holtz, 212 ff.). Yet the conceptions and 
symbols which form this picture of the essence presuppose to an unusually large 
extent not only the ancient world picture [Weltbild], but also conceptions of 
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Judaism and Hellenism which are in tension or even in contradiction with the 
central NT proclamation (e.g., the cry for vengeance in 6:10, or the expectation 
of an earthly millennium, 20:2 ff.). In so far as such conceptions and symbols 
stand in irreconcilable contradiction to this proclamation, the theological task 
of exposition of the Apocalypse can be properly fulfilled only if the impropriety 
of these conceptions and symbols is expounded and maintained. Just as there 
is no reason to exclude the Apocalypse as a whole from the NT, so there is 
every reason to regard detailed theological criticism of this writing as indispen¬ 
sable. For if some difficulties, such as Luther’s, may disappear by reason of a 
more adequate knowledge of the contemporary conceptual world, there still 
remains no doubt that the Apocalyptist is in danger of falsifying the message 
of God’s goal with world history. Therefore, internal criticism of the canon in 
respect to the Apocalypse is especially necessary, and always indispensable in 
ascertaining its actual message. Like James, the Apocalypse can declare its mes¬ 
sage with validity only within the framework and limits of the NT. 


PART II 


The Origin of the Canon of the New Testament 

Th. 2ahn, Geschichte des NTl. Kanons I, 1888-89, II, 1890-92 (uncompleted); 
idem, Forscbtingen zur Geschichte des NTL Kanons und der altkirchlichen Literatnr 
1-10, 1881-1929 (also contains works of other scholars); ide7n, Grundriss der Geschichte 
des NTL Kanons, “1904; A. Harnack, Das NT um das Jahr 200, 1889; ide7n. Die 
Entstehnng des NT und die wichtigsten Folge7i der 7ieue7i Schopfung, 1914; The Oright 
of the NT and t/je Most hnportatit Consequences of the New Creatio7i. Tr. J. R. 
Wilkinson, 192 5; ide77i, Die Briefsa7Ji7nl7C7tg des Apostels Patilus, 1926; ide7n, Die 
dltesten Evv.-Frologe 7md die Bildung des NT, SBA 1928, 337 ff.; J. Leipoldt, Ge¬ 
schichte des NTL Kano7is I. II., 1907-8; E. J. Goodspeed, The ForTnation of the NT, 
1926; M.-J. Lagrange, lntroductio7t a Vetude du NT 1: Histoire ancie7i7ie du ca7t07i 
du NT, 1933; A. Souter, The Text and Cano7i of the NT, Revised by C. S. C. Wil¬ 
liams, 1954, 137 £f.; H. H6 pfl-L. Leloir, Introductiofiis in Sacros ntriusque Testa- 
77ienti libros compendLw?, vol. I; hitrodiictio generalis, ®1958; E. Hennecke- 
W. ScHNEEMELCHER, NTL Apokrypheit I, ®1959, 1 ff.; NT Apocrypha 1. Tr. R. McL. 
Wilson et al., from 3rd ed. (1959), 1963, 21 ff.; also the relevant sections in the NT 
introductions. The most important texts, see E. Preuschen, Analecta 2, ^1910; Zahn, 
Grtmdriss; Souter-Williams, Text and Canon, 188 ff.; W. W. Grosheide, ^077ie 
Early Lists of the Books of the NT, Textus minores 1, 1948; Hennecke-Schnee- 
MELCHER, loc. cit., 19 ff.; in part also in Enchiridion Bibliciun, ®1956. 


§5 5 . The Development of the New Testament Canon 
Until the End of the Second Century 


1) The Authorities of Primitive Christianity 

G. ScHRENK, art. ypdepa) etc., ThWB I, 1933, 742 ff.; Theological Dictiofiary of the 
NT. Tr. and edited Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 1964, 742 ff.; R. Meyer-A. Oepke, Katio- 
7 iisch und apokryph, ThWB III, 1938, 979 ff.; A. Jepsen, **Kanon und Text des AT,** 
ThLZ 74, 1949, 65 ff.; idc7n, RGG ® I, 1957, 1123 ff.; G. Delling, Der Gottesdic7ist iin 
NT, 1952, 89 ff.; Worship in the NT. Tr. Percy Scott, 1962, 92 ff.; O. Eissfeldt, 
Emleitung in das AT, “1956, 691 ff.; hitroduction to the OT. Tr. P. R. Ackroyed from 
3rd ed. (1964), 1964; P. Katz, "The Old Testament Canon in Palestine and Alex¬ 
andria,** ZNW 47, 1956, 191 ff.; A. C. Sundberg, *The Old Testament of the Early 
Church,*’ HarvThR 51, 195 8, 205 ff. 

The twenty-seven writings whose origin we have discussed in Part I are for 
us preserved almost exclusively in the context of ecclesiastical collections, and 
hence not in direct copies of the individual originals. We cannot decide whether 
some of the few fragments of papyrus from the second or third centuries (see 
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below, pp. 363 ff., and K. Aland, FuF 31, 1957, 50) are an exception to this 
statement. How these collections, and finally the collection of the NT, arose, 
the history of the canon seeks to clarify. 

Although the NT writings have been handed down to us only as part of an 
ecclesiastical collection, they all presumably were not written for absorption 
into such a collection. Even if there was a collection of Pauline epistles perhaps 
already at the end of the first century, they were not regarded as *'Holy Scrip¬ 
ture.” Yet Jesus and primitive Christianity were not without Holy Scriptures. 
They took over the OT as ‘‘the scriptures” (Mk. 12:24) from Judaism and 
quoted from all three parts of the later OT canon. Thus from the beginning 
it was self-evident to the primitive church that God’s revelation was set down 
in written form. On the other hand, it is very questionable whether before the 
end of the first century there already existed a closed canon of the OT and 
whether primitive Christianity recognized the OT as an entity with precise lim¬ 
its. The Pentateuch, of course, was completed in the third century before Christ, 
and the grandson of Jesus Sirach (preface to Sir., c. 117 B.c.) seems to know 
6 T/6/A09 and ot Trpo^^rat as closed collections, whereas the aXXa Trarpia ptpkla 
were not yet delimited. So certainly as there were “Holy Scriptures” in the 
Judaism of the first century before Christ, so little was there already a definitely 
fixed “canon.” This state of affairs must have existed until the end of the first 
century a.d. for the Judaism of Palestine as well as of the diaspora. For texts 
were used as “Scripture” by the Jewish community at Qumran as well as within 
the Christian churches which had come forth out of Palestinian Judaism, texts 
which did not stand in the later canon of the rabbis (cf. I Cor. 2:9; Jas. 4:5; 
Jn. 7:38; Jude 14 f.). The NT writers designated the Scriptures as a whole as 
“law and prophets,” a designation also known to contemporary Judaism (Mt. 
5:17; additional evidence in W. G. Kiimmel, ZNW 33, 1934, 111, note 23), 
but in the NT we do not find the division of the “Scriptures” into “the Law, 
the Prophets, and the Writings,” which was used since the end of the first 
century a.d. in rabbinic Judaism (Talmud Babli, Sanhedrin 90b in the mouth of 
Gamaliel II.; Lk. 24:44 is no counterproof, since ij/a\fxo[ cannot designate the 
entire collection of the “Writings”). The limitation of the Holy Scriptures to 
the Masoretic canon of thirty-nine writings, accomplished by the rabbis at the 
end of the first century a.d. (first witnesses are II [IV] Ezra 14:45; the tran¬ 
scribed list in ZNW 44, 1952-53, 222, and an inference from the decision con¬ 
cerning the Song of Solomon and Ecclesiastes at Jamnia, Mishna Jadajim 3, 5), 
was for centuries not accepted by the Christian church. Rather, the church itself 
delimited its extensive “Old Testament” from the second Christian century on 
in varying ways (cf. A. Jepsen and A. C. Sundberg). Tlius primitive Chris¬ 
tianity possessed “Holy Scriptures,” yet did not know the concept of a clearly 
limited “canon” and an exclusive norm. These “Holy Scriptures,” however, did 
not have their authority in and of themselves, for already Jesus and the primitive 
church submitted them, for their worth and understanding, to the critical au¬ 
thority of Jesus or of the Spirit of God bestowed by the Risen One (cf. Mt. 
5:21 ff.; II Cor. 3:12 ff.; Jn. 5:39 ff.; 10:35 f.; II Tim. 3:15; Heb. 8:13). 
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Since the regular reading of OT texts in Christian worship services of the 
apostolic period cannot be proved, we cannot on that basis recognize an exclu¬ 
sive, normative character of rigidly delimited Holy Scriptures in primitive 
Christianity. 

Hence it is not surprising that within the church—especially recognizable 
in Paul—there appears by the side of, or superior to, the norm of the OT, the 
new norm of the earthly and risen Kvpios, For Paul, a saying of the Lord an¬ 
swers a debatable question of doctrine, faith, or life, just as categorically as a 
scriptural saying. In I Thess. 4:15 he gives eschatological instruction on the 
basis of a saying of Jesus. In I Cor. 9:9, 13, 14 he places the authoritative in¬ 
struction of the Lord alongside of the scriptural proof. In I Cor. 11:23 ff. he 
designates word and deed of Jesus in connection with the institution of the 
Lord’s Supper as the norm for its celebration in the churches, and in I Cor. 
15:1 ff., **the gospel I preached to you,” as the foundation of primitive Chris¬ 
tian belief. In I Cor. 7:10, 12, 25 he notes the wide distance between the com¬ 
mand of the Lord, which is unconditionally binding, and the personal instruc¬ 
tions of the apostle commissioned by the Lord. And at the end of the apostolic 
age we find the same unconditional authority of the Lord’s sayings which have 
been handed down in the church or spoken by the Risen Lord himself (Acts 
20:35; Rev. 2:1, 8, etc.). 

At the same time, however, another development is under way. Not only is 
the authority of the /cvpto? unconditional, but Paul, where he himself has to 
decide a matter, appeals to his claim that he is one ^‘commissioned by the 
Lord,” and has the Spirit of God (I Cor. 7:25, 40); his instructions, therefore, 
Kvpiov icTTLVy i.e., the Lord himself speaks through him. And as dTrdo-ToAos 8ta 
Tr^crou XpLCTTov Kal 6€ov Trarpd? he claims that he may put under the curse any 
other gospel as not derived from God (Gal. 1:1, 7 ff.; cf. II Thess. 3:17). Like¬ 
wise, the later teachers of the apostolic age claim authority in their own names 
(Hcb. 10:26 f.; 13:18 f.; Ill Jn. 5 ff.; Rev. 1:1-3), or under the authority of 
one of the earliest apostles (Eph. 4:1; I Tim. 5:14; 6:13 ff.). But this derived 
authority of the apostles of Jesus Christ is, like that of the Kvptog, a living au¬ 
thority which becomes actual in preaching, not the authority of Scriptures on 
a level with the “Scriptures” of the OT (even the Apocalypse, which was in¬ 
tended for reading aloud in worship services, claims only inspiration and hence 
inviolability for the writing of the Seer, but not “canonical status”—22:18 f.). 
Paul presumably presupposes that his epistles will be read in the assemblies of 
the congregations to which he writes, and occasionally also exchanged among the 
churches (cf. I Thess. 5:26 f.; the liturgical conclusion of I Cor. 16:20-23; 
Rom. 16:16; II Cor. 13:12; 1:1; Col. 4:16). Hb. (11:32) and I Pet. (5:14) 
obviously are also intended for reading aloud. Yet this liturgical usage is no in¬ 
dication that the primitive Christian writings were placed on a par with the 
“Scriptures” of the OT. From all of these facts we may conclude with prob¬ 
ability that a new, living norm was developing in the church, a norm which 
included the Lord and the apostles, who from the first witnessed to the message 
from the Lord. 


337 


§5 5. The Development of the NT Canon 

2) Preliminary Stages in the Formation of the Canon 
in the Postapostolic Age 

The NT in the Apostolic Fathers, by a Committee of the Oxford Society of Histori¬ 
cal Theology, 1905; A. v. Harnack, "Uber das Alter der Bczcichnung ‘Die Bucher* 
(‘Die Bibcl*) fiir die heiligen Schriften in der Kirche,” Zentralblatt fiir Bihliothekswe- 
sen 45, 1928, 337 ff.; C. Maurer, Ignatius von Antiochien und das Joh., AThANT 18, 
1949; Massaux, Influence de VEvangile de saint Matthieu sur la litteratiire 
chretienne avant saint Irenee (Universitas Catholica Lovaniensis, Dissertationes ... II, 
42), 1950; R. Heard, “Papias* Quotations from the NT,** NTSt 1, 1954-55, 130 ff.; 
H. Koster, Synoptische Uherlieferung bei den Apostolischen Yatern, TU 65, 1957; 
R. Glover, “The Didache*s Quotations and the Synoptic Gospels,** NTSt 5, 195 8-59, 
12 ff.—A. Harnack, Die Briefsarnnilung (see above, p. 334); E. J. Goodspeed, 
An Introduction (see above, p. 28), 222 ff.; A. E. Barnett, Paul Becomes a Literary 
Influence, 1941; J. Knox, Marcion and the NT, 1942, 39 ff.; 172 ff.; L. Mowry, “The 
Early Circulation of PauPs Letters,** JBL 63, 1944, 73 ff.; C. H. Buck, “The Early 
Order of the Pauline Corpus,** JBL 68, 1949, 3 51 ff.; K. L. Carroll, “The Expansion 
of the Pauline Corpus,*’ JBL 72, 1953, 230 ff.; C. L. Mitton, The Formation of the 
Pauline Corpus, 195 5; J. Finegan, “The Original Form of the Pauline Collection,** 
HarvThR 49, 1956, 85 ff.; J. Knox, Philemon Among the Letters of Paul, “1959; 
W. ScHMiTHALS, “Zur Abfassung und altesten Sammlung der paulinischen Flaupt- 
briefe,** ZNW 51, 1960, 225 ff.—O. Cullmann, “Die Pluralitat der Evv. als thcologi- 
sches Problem im Altertum,** ThZ 1, 1945, 23 ff.; K. L. Carroll, “The Creation of 
the Fourfold Gospel,** BJRL 37, 1954-55, 68 ff.; J. H. Crehan, “The Fourfold Charac¬ 
ter of the Gospel,” StEv, 1959, 3 ff. 

The attitude of the Christians toward the norms of Christian teaching and 
Christian life to be observed at the end of the apostolic age (i.e., toward the 
end of the first century), can also still be observed at the beginning of the post¬ 
apostolic age, especially in the earliest of the “apostolic fathers.” The “Scrip¬ 
tures” and the Adyot rov Kvplov 'Jrjerov, or the “words of the holy prophets” and 
“the ivToX^ Tov KvpLov handed down by the apostles” are placed side by side as 
having equal worth (I Clem. 13:lf.; 46:2 f., 7 f.; II Pet. 3:2). Correspond¬ 
ingly, Ignatius of Antioch names as authorities “the prophets, but especially the 
gospel” (Smyrn. 7:2), and superior to that which “stands written” in the 
“records,” i.e., in the OT, he places “Jesus Christ,” whose cross, death, resurrec¬ 
tion, and the faith awakened by him are “the holy records” (Philad. 8). Con¬ 
cerning the “Lord,” however, Ignatius says that he did nothing without the 
Father, with whom he was one, “neither he personally nor through the apostles” 
(Magn. 7:1; cf. 13:1), and thus shows that the revelation of Christ is mediated 
through his own word or that of the apostles. Hence alongside the OT as 
“Scripture,” there also appeared the authority of the “Lord,” which from the 
first was available in the sayings of the Lord himself in exactly the same way 
as in the testimony of the apostles. But it is significant that in connection with 
the quotation of the Lord’s sayings there is no reference to their being written 
down, and even to this day no unanimity can be reached as to whether I Clement 
and Ignatius knew (Massaux) or did not know (Koster) a gospel writing. Since 
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"the Lord’* and "the apostles” in this period were "a purely ideal canon, intangi¬ 
ble, unverifiable” (A. Jiilicher), sooner or later, with the dying out of the 
generation of the apostles and their direct hearers, the necessity must inevitably 
arise of seeking the authoritative voice of the Lord and of the apostles in writ¬ 
ings, where they alone could still be heard. And then sooner or later the ques¬ 
tion must be raised as to the authority of these writings. 

The collection of primitive Christian writings which was beginning in this 
period abetted this development. According to all probability the collection of 
Pauline epistles arose already at the end of the first century. Granted, a collec¬ 
tion of ten Pauline epistles (without the Pastorals) is not clearly attested until 
Marcion around 140, but it is very improbable that Marcion was the first to 
collect these epistles. Already I Clement, which originated in Rome, uses not 
only Romans (35:5 f.), but also refers the Corinthians to whom it is addressed 
to T7;i' liTLCTToX^v Tov fiaKapLov XlavAou. In that connection Clement cites from 
I Corinthians (47:1-3; cf. also 37:5; 49:5), of which he must know a copy. 
Ignatius writes to the Ephesians that Paul mentions them in every epistle (Igna¬ 
tius, Eph. 12:2), thus revealing his knowledge of a collection of Pauline epistles, 
which includes Ephesians. Other passages in Ignatius also show clear contacts 
with several of Paul’s epistles (Romans, I Corinthians, Colossians; cf. Ignatius, 
Eph. 18:1, 2; Rom. 5:1; 9:2; Smyrn. 1:1; Magn. 1:1). II Pet. 3:15 f. speaks 
of "all the epistles” of our beloved brother Paul, and presupposes that they are 
in the hands of the readers. At least by the beginning of the second century, 
then, a collection of Pauline epistles was known in Asia Minor, and it is 
thoroughly probable that this canon already contained all of the ten epistles in 
Marcion’s canon. 

Some scholars have wanted to explain the origin of the Pauline collection still 
more precisely with the hypothesis, advocated in various forms, that this collec¬ 
tion was created after the end of the first century as a result of the appearance 
of Acts, which newly awakened interest in the completely forgotten Pauline 
epistles. This collection of seven epistles (I-II Corinthians were combined into 
one epistle, as were I-II Thessalonians, and Colossians-Philemon) was arranged 
according to length, and Ephesians was written as an introduction to the col¬ 
lection. The publication of this collection in Ephesus occasioned the composition 
of numerous Christian epistles and the origin of additional collections of epistles 
(Rev. 2, 3; Ignatius) (Goodspecd, Barnett, Knox, Mitton, Carroll). Several 
reasons, however, militate against this hypothesis. We have no kind of testi¬ 
mony that Ephesians ever stood at the head of the collection (Buck, Finegan). 
In view of the many difficulties connected with the suggestion that I-II Corin¬ 
thians, like I-II Thessalonians, and Colossians-Philemon, were originally joined 
into one epistle, this suggestion cannot be grounded alone on the lack of pro¬ 
logues to II Corinthians, II Thessalonians, and Philemon among the "anti-Mar- 
cionite Pauline prologues” (see p. 342). And the supposition that the Pauline 
epistles were completely forgotten until the beginning of the second century 
lacks probative force (cf. rather I Peter and Hebrews). Tlius there remains of 
this hypothesis only the probable conjecture that in the first collection the 
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Pauline epistles were arranged basically according to length (Finegan) and that 
this collection arose in Asia Minor (not in Corinth, so Harnack). Schmithals’ 
supposition that the earliest collection of seven Pauline epistles (without Colos- 
sians, Ephesians, Philemon) arose in Corinth around 80 through a redaction of 
fourteen original Pauline epistles, collapses with the questionableness of the 
supposition of such a redaction and of the arbitrary exclusion of Colossians, 
Ephesians, and Philemon. But even if the details remain uncertain, we may be 
sure that since the beginning of the second century a collection of Pauline 
epistles was circulated. Although this collection enjoyed high authority, it in 
no way was regarded as on the same level as the '‘Holy Scriptures*’ of the OT. 

We must answer with still less certainty the question when a collection of 
the Gospels had its inception, especially since we cannot determine clearly 
whether I Clement and Ignatius knew gospel writings at all (see above, pp. 
337 f.). Even if Ignatius knew the Gospel of Matthew and probably also the 
Gospel of John (so Massaux, C. Maurer, with good reasons), he refers to no writ¬ 
ten source, and thus reveals no knowledge of a collection of gospels. The conten¬ 
tion that the collection of four Gospels existed already at the beginning of the 
second century (Harnack, Goodspeed, Crehan) is not provable. Toward the 
middle of the second century, however, the situation appears to have changed. 
II Clement knows Matthew and Luke, as probably does the principal part of 
the Epistle of Polycarp (chaps. 1-12), which originated in the thirties of the 
second century. The “Unknown Gospel,” from the second quarter of the 
second century (H. I. Bell and T. C. Skeat, Frag7neiits of an Unknown Gospel, 
193 5), reveals knowledge of all four Gospels (see J. Jeremias, ThBl 15, 1936, 
34 ff.). Papias not only expressed himself about the circumstances of the compo¬ 
sition of Matthew and Mark, but also compared Mark with another Gospel (prob¬ 
ably Matthew) (see above, p. 43), and probably also knew John (cf. Heard). 
If the supposition that Tatian created his Diatessaron (see below, pp. 369 f.) be¬ 
fore his break with the Great Church (cf. C. Peters, Diatessaron [see below, p. 
370], 211 f.) could be established, a four-Gospel canon would be clearly attested 
for this period. But even if the existence of a collection of the four Gospels were 
plainly attested already for the end of the first half of the second century, 
Tatian’s uniting of the texts of the four Gospels into one connected account, 
like Papias’ preference for the living tradition of the kv/dio? (ra Trapa epoivij^ 

/cat pievov(T7]^) over against “the contents of books” (Eus., EH III, 39, 3 f.), 
would show that the later canonical Gospels were beginning to achieve growing 
significance and recognition as sources of the tradition but were not yet regarded 
as an exclusive and inviolable norm and were still not equally esteemed with 
the OT “Scriptures.” Moreover, far into the second century “apocryphal” gos¬ 
pel writings and oral Jesus tradition from ecclesiastical writers were still used 
along with the canonical Gospels (cf. E. Hennecke-W. Schneemelcher, see 
above, p. 334). For the liturgical reading of the Gospels during this period, we 
still have no witness. 

Parallel to this collection of writings of the apostolic age, there appeared an¬ 
other development which was to lay the foundation for the origin of a second 
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body of "Holy Scriptures.” The chief part of the Epistle of Polycarp, which, 
in addition to two gospel writings (see above, p. 339), also uses the Pauline 
epistles and I Peter, makes allusion with certainty only to the Kvpioq (Polycarp, 
Phil. 2:3; 7:2), and to the commands of the Lord, of the apostles, and of the 
prophets (ku^w? auros' ivereiXaTO Kal oi evayyeXicrdfievoL aTroaToXoi Kat ol 

7 rpo(j)i]TaL ol TTpoK7]pv^avT€% T^v cXcuaLv Tov KvpLov r]fL(t)v 6:3), and therefore places 
alongside the OT only the proclamation of the Lord and of the apostles (cf. 
Phil. 11:2: "as Paul teaches” [sicut Paulus docet]), but not new Holy Scrip¬ 
tures (also Phil. 12:1 hardly offers an exception; cf. J. Leipoldt [see above, 
p. 334], I, 191). And yet a little later the so-called II Clement (14:2) names 
as authorities for the teaching that the church stems from above, ra pL^Xia Kal 
ol diroGToXoL and thereby places, according to the most probable meaning of the 
text, the apostles as living authorities side by side with the OT Scriptures 
(Harnack). But the same II Clement, which repeatedly introduces OT quota¬ 
tions with Acyet y ypac^^, Acyet 6 Kvpio^ (14:2; 13:2) and similar, in 2:4, after 
OT quotations, introduces the Jesus-saying (Mt. 9:13/?) with the formula: koI 
erepa Se ypacj)^ XeyeL, And if it doubtless proves correct that here a gospel writing 
is placed on a par with the OT, because it contains testimony to the sayings of 
the Lord (Massaux), then it cannot be denied that therewith a gospel writing 
appears beside the OT as authority, though it is not recognizable whether the 
fathers were already clear about the existence of a new written norm. About 
the same time, the Epistle of Barnabas (4:14) introduces the Jesus-saying (Mt. 
22:14) with the quotation formula which it repeatedly uses for OT texts: <1)5 
ylypaiTTai. Since the writer, however, does not positively indicate that he is 
quoting a saying of the Lord, the possibility cannot be precluded that the author 
of the epistle was deluded about the origin of the quotation. Yet there exists 
no necessity for this supposition, and we may thus point also to Barn. 4:14 as 
evidence that a gospel writing was beginning to be valued equally with an OT 
writing. In this way the first tendency to new "Scriptures” is given. But at first 
only "the Gospel” is accorded this place of honor, whereas for such an evalua¬ 
tion of apostolic writings we have no testimony until the middle of the second 
century (II Pet. 3:16 is still no witness that the Pauline epistles were classified 
as ypa(f )^). Since, however, from the beginning of the postapostolic period sayings 
of the Lord and the living testimony of the apostles were cited in the same 
manner as divine norms (see above, p. 336), a twofold corpus of sacred Scrip¬ 
ture must of inner necessity emerge, especially with the growing distance from 
the apostolic age. 


3) The Beginnings of the Formation of the Canon in the Second 
Half of the Second Century 

K. L. Carroll, *The Earliest NT,” BJRL 3 8, 1955-56, 45 ff.—G. Klein, Die 
zwulf Apostel, FRLANT 77, 1961, 192 ff. (on Justin); O. Piper, *‘The Nature of 
the Gospel According to Justin Martyr,” JR 41, 1961, 155 ff.—A. v. Harnack, 
Marcion, Das Evangelhim vom jreinden Gott, TU III 15, “1924; J. Knox, tAarcion 
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(see above, p. 337); E. C. Blackman, Marcion and His Influence, 1948, 23 ff.— 
R. M. Grant, Taiian and the Bible, Studia Patristica I (=TUV 8), 1957, 297 ff.; 
idem, *‘The Bible of Thcophilus of Antioch,’* JBL 66, 1947, 173 ff.— W. C. van 
Unnik, “Dc la regie M^rc irpoarOclvaL a<f)eXa.v dans I’histoire du canon,” VC 3, 
1949, 1 ff.—G. Bonner, “The Scillitan Saints and the Pauline Epistles,” Journal of 
Ecclesiastical History 7, 19 56, 141 ff.—D. de Bruyne, "Prologues bibliques d’originc 
Marcionite,” RBd 24, 1907, 1 ff.; P. Corssen, "Zur Uberlicfcrungsgeschichte des 
Romerbriefes,” ZNW 10, 1909, 37 ff.; W. Mundle, "Die Herkunft dcr ‘marcioni- 
tischen’ Prologc zu den paulinischcn Briefcn,” ZNW 24, 192 5, 56 ff.; A. v. Harnack, 
"Dcr marcionitische Ursprung der altcstcn Vulgata-Prologe zu den Plsbr.n,” ZNW 24, 
1925, 205 ff.; idem, "Die Marcionitischen Prologe zu den Plsbr.n, eine Quelle des Mura- 
torischen Fragments,” ZNW 25, 1926, 160 ff.; M.-J. Lagrange, "Lcs prologues pre- 
tendus marcionites,” RB 3 5, 1926, 161 ff.—D. de Bruyne, "Les plus anciens prologues 
latins dcs cvangilcs,” RBd 40, 1928, 193 ff.; A. v. Harnack, Die dltesten Evangelien- 
Prologe und die Dildung des NT, SBA 1928, 322 ff.; M.-J. Lagrange, review of 
De Bruyne, RB 3 8, 1929, 115 ff.; B. W. Bacon, "The Anti-Marcionitc Prologue to 
John,” JBL 49, 1930, 43 fiF.; R. G. Heard, "The Old Gospel Prologues,” JThSt, N.S. 5, 
19 54, 1 ff.; A. Strobel, "Lukas dcr Antiochener,” ZNW 49, 1958, 131 ff.; E. Haen- 
CHEN, Die Apg. (Meyer 1961, 8 ff.—M.-J. Lagrange, "Le canon d’Hippolyte 

ct Ic fragment de Muratori,” RB 42, 1933, 161 ff.; A. T. Ehrhardt, "The Gospels in 
the Muratorian Fragment,” Ostkirchliche Studien 2, 1953, 121 ff.; G. Bardy, art. 
"Muratori (Canon de),” DBS V, 19 54, 1399 ff.; P. Katz, "The Johannine Epistles in 
the Muratorian Canon,” JThSt, N.S. 8, 1957, 273 f.; N. A. Dahl, "Wclche Ordnung 
dcr Plsbr. wird vom muratorischen Kanon vorausgesetzt?” ZNW 52, 1961, 39 ff.; 
idem, "The Apocalypse of John and the Epistles of Paul in the Muratorian Fragment,” 
Current Issues in NT Interpretation, Essays in honor of O. A. Piper, 1962, 239 ff.— 
W. L. Duliere, "Le canon neotestamentaire ct lcs ccrits chretiens approuves par 
Ircncc,” Noiivelle Clio 6, 1954, 199 ff.—J. Ruwet, "Clement d’Alcxandric, canon des 
Ecriturcs ct apocryphes,” Bb 29, 1948, 94 ff., 391 ff. 

Shortly after the middle of the second century Justin Marytr {Apol. 67, 3) 
reports that in Sunday worship ra dTro/xi^/xoveu/tara twv dTroo-rdAcov i] ra avyypdp.- 
pLara tiov irpocprjTm' are read liturgically, and he means by these "Memoirs of the 
Apostles,” according to his own statement (Apol. 66, 3), the Gospels. Corre¬ 
spondingly, Justin repeatedly cites Synoptic texts as yeypa-irraL iv toU dTropirq- 
povevpam twv aTroo-ToXwv or similarly (e.g.. Dial. 101, 3; 104, 1), and expressly 
emphasizes that these memoirs were composed "by the apostles or those who 
followed them” (Dial. 103, 8), and includes in this manner in the "Memoirs 
of the Apostles” also the Gospels of Mark and Luke, composed according to the 
tradition by pupils of the apostles. Justin does not clearly include the Gospel 
of John in the "Memoirs of the Apostles,” but quotes from it with the formulas 
6 Xpio-Tos ctTTCv and iv to) evayyeXio) yeypairTat (Apol. 61, 4; Dial. 100, 1), so 
that Justin presumably knows the four-Gospel canon. But in any case, Justin 
places a collection of gospel writings for use in worship as normative "Scrip¬ 
tures” on a par with the OT. Thus, so far as the reading of Scripture in wor¬ 
ship is concerned, a new canon, having only one part, appears along with the 
OT canon (incorrectly denied by Piper). But when Justin goes further and 
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classifies the Revelation of John among the ’))filTepa crvyypdfxfjiaTa (Apol, 28, 1), 
and to the testimony of the apostle John iv dTroKaXvij/eL yevopLcijj aura) adds direp 
Kal 6 Kvpios ctTTcv (Dial, 81, 4), he is preparing the way for the according of 
normative status to an ‘‘apostolic writing,” though he docs, not grant it equal 
rank with the Gospels. Although Justin probably knew the Pauline epistles, he 
neither quotes them nor appeals to Paul, but docs not intentionally ignore him 
(against Klein). A two-part canon, in addition to the OT, was thus developing. 

Shortly before 150, however, Marcion of Asia Minor, who already was stoutly 
opposed at home because he rejected the OT, came to Rome and there was ex¬ 
cluded from the church (c. a.d. 144). He then organized his own church, and, 
since he completely repudiated the OT, he gave to his church new Holy Scrip¬ 
tures, consisting of Luke and ten Pauline epistles (without the Pastorals). In¬ 
tending to restore the original text, Marcion considerably shortened the 
“Western” text he had found of these eleven writings, and in numerous places 
altered them in an anti-Jewish direction. Marcion’s text is not preserved as a 
whole, but can be partly reconstructed from the polemic of the church fathers 
(see Harnack, Markioft, 40'‘*ff.). Perhaps Marcion also expanded the text of the 
“Apostolos” by placing prologues before the individual Pauline epistles, which, 
in addition to the circumstances of origin, emphasize PauPs polemic against the 
legalistic “false apostles.” It has been established by de Bruyne, Corssen, and 
Harnack (and not disproved by Mundle and Lagrange) that the prologues to 
Galatians, Corinthians, Romans, Thessalonians, Colossians, Philippians, and Phile¬ 
mon, which stand in numerous manuscripts of the Vulgate, originated in the 
second century, were of Marcionite origin, and originally also contained a 
prologue to Ephesians designated as Epistle to the Laodiceans, whereas the pro¬ 
logues which have been preserved to Ephesians and the Pastorals were of later 
origin in the Great Church (text in Preuschen, Analecta, 8 5 ff.). This two-part 
canon of Marcion’s doubtless was precisely delimited Holy Scripture. Since the 
days of the church fathers, scholars have thought that Marcion chose his canon 
from the more extensive ecclesiastical canon (thus still Feine-Behm). But in 
opposition to this view, Harnack advanced the thesis that Marcion was the first 
to advocate the conception of new Holy Scriptures, as well as its twofold di¬ 
vision, and the church followed him in both. And J. Knox went still further 
and maintained that the church saw itself compelled by Marcion’s canon to 
put the four-Gospel canon in the place of his one mangled gospel and the col¬ 
lection of the thirteen Pauline epistles and additional apostolic writings in the 
place of his collection of ten Pauline epistles (similarly Carroll: The NT was 
consciously created in Rome between 170 and 180 to ward oflF the flood of apoc¬ 
ryphal writings). But all of these theses arc very questionable. On the one hand, 
as we cannot determine whether Marcion knew the four-Gospel canon and the 
Pastorals at all, we cannot say that he consciously excluded from his canon 
writings already regarded as canonical. On the other hand, when Marcion gave 
his church his two-part canon, the four-Gospel canon was already in develop¬ 
ment, and the authority of the apostolic writings had already begun to appear, 
in addition to that of the gospel writings. Hence Marcion’s formation of his 
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canon hardly occasioned the ecclesiastical formation of the canon. But the fact 
that Marcion had precisely established the canonical authority of Paul doubtless 
strengthened the tendency already existing in the church toward a normative 
evaluation of apostolic writings along with the gospel writings and toward 
explicit delimitation of these new **Holy Scriptures.” This development was 
probably still further accelerated by the necessity for emphasizing the consum¬ 
mation of the new covenant in Christ and the apostles over against Montanism 
(Blackman). Thus Marcion’s canon did not occasion the ecclesiastical formation 
of the canon, but it did encourage it. Furthermore, the church took over not 
only Marcionite text-forms (doxology of Romans, see above, pp. 222 ff.), and 
the Marcionite Pauline prologues, but also the *'Epistle to the Laodiceans.” This 
epistle originated in the Marcionite church, and is found in many Latin Bibles 
from the sixth century on, but already in the Muratorian fragment from the 
end of the second century was rejected as a Marcionite forgery (see Harnack, 
Markion, 134"* ff.). As for the prologues to Mark, Luke, and John (text in 
Huck-Lietzmann, Synopse, VIII), which since de Bruyne and Harnack have been 
almost universally regarded as anti-Marcionite introductions to the church’s 
four-Gospel canon from the second half of the second century which was placed 
against the **gospel” of Marcion’s church (so also Feine-Behm, Michaelis, Wiken- 
hauser, Strobel), they very probably do not belong together at all, but arose later 
and separately, though we cannot determine with certaint}'’ the circumstances of 
their origin (cf. Lagrange, Bacon, Heard, Haenchen). But in no case do these 
prologues prove that the church in the second half of the second century con¬ 
sciously advanced a NT canon overlapping Marcion’s canon. 

To be sure, we are inadequately informed about the development of the NT 
canon from Justin till the end of the second century. 

The apologist Tatian, a native Syrian, pupil of Justin, and later head of an 
Encratic sect, introduced Jn. 1:5 with the formula, to cipT/jneW {Oratio ad Grae- 
cos 13, 1, c. 176), that is, with the solemn manner of a scriptural citation. In 
spite of that, Tatian produced a gospel harmony, the Diatessaron, almost ex¬ 
clusively out of our four Gospels, by omitting the parallels and harmonizing the 
discrepancies (see pp. 369 f.). His harmony was used for centuries in the Syrian 
Church. The composition of the Diatessaron confirms the existence of the four 
Gospels whose text was not yet inviolable. He also used the Pauline epistles, in¬ 
cluding Hebrews (supposedly altering them linguistically; Eus., EH IV, 29, 6), 
and thus knew the beginning of a two-part NT. 

The Valentinians knew and used the ecclesiastical four Gospels. From the 
Valentinian Heracleon stems the earliest commentary on the Fourth Gospel. 
The Valentinians also used Pauline epistles, likewise following the ecclesiastical 
usage. 

The apologist Athenagoras (c. 180) quotes texts from the OT and the Gos¬ 
pels with (prjdL (Apology 10:3; 32:1; 33:2), and also refers to Paul (de restir- 
rectione 18) with the formula Kara tov aTroaroXov. If already here Paul is always 
valued almost equally with the Gospels, then Theophilus of Antioch (end of the 
second century) quotes Isaiah, to euayyeAtoj/ and 6 6 ^eto? Aoyo? = Paul, side by 
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side, and calls John “Holy Scripture” {ad Autolyann III, 14; II, 22). And 
about the same time Ptolemy the Gnostic in his Epistle to Flora (in Epiphanius, 
Panarion haer, 33, 5, 10.15 Holl) quotes the o-wTr/p in association with IlauAos 
6 aTTocrroAo?. As in the East the Pauline epistles were placed as norm alongside 
the Gospels, without being directly designated as “Scripture,” so in the West one 
of the martyrs from Scilla answered the question of the proconsul (in the year 
188): “What are those things in your satchel?”: “Books and Epistles of Paul, 
a just man” [“Quae sunt res in capsa uestra?”: “Libri et epistulae Pauli uiri 
iusti”] (R. Knopf-G. Kruger, Ansge%vahlte Mdrtyrerakten, Sammlung ausge- 
wiihlter kirchen- und dogmengeschichtlicher Quellenschriften, N.F. 3, ^1929, 
29), thus showing clearly that the Gospels, together with the OT, were valued 
as “The Books,” but that the Pauline epistles, in spite of their practically equal 
position, had not quite received the same rank. 

That a two-part new canon was in development at the end of the second 
century is also shown by the epistle of the churches in Vienna and Lyons 
from the year 177, which quotes Revelation as ypad>y} (in Eus., EH V, 1, 58). 
About 180 Melito of Sardis advanced a catalog of books TraAaid? SiaOi^Kr}^ 
(in Eus., EH IV, 26, 14), from which we may conclude, e cmtrario, the de¬ 
veloping conception of a “NT.” And it is indubitable that the anti-Montanist 
writing around 192 (in Eus., EH V, 16, 3; Polycrates of Ephesus?), with the 
designation 6 tov evayyeXiov Kaivrj^; Aoyo? means a collection of writ¬ 

ings which are called the /cati^ SLaOj^Kr}, to which one may “add nothing and take 
away nothing” (van Unnik). Although the church was thus gradually becoming 
aware of a new scriptural norm, this collection was by no means yet generally 
delimited in the same way. Indeed, the consciousness was largely lacking that a 
delimitation was necessary. Thus around 170 the anti-Montanists known as 
“Alogoi” could reject the Gospel of John and the Apocalypse of John as alleged 
works of the Gnostic Cerinthus, without thereby falling out of the framework 
of the church. Conversely, Bishop Serapion of Antioch (c. 200) could permit 
the reading of the Gospel of Peter (not having perused it himself, he had to 
withdraw this permission when he became acquainted with its heretical con¬ 
tents; Eus., EH VI, 12, 2 ff.). The circle of the accepted writings of the “new 
covenant” was, therefore, not yet closed. 

We also find this state of things in the great church fathers of the outgoing 
second century and in the earliest preserved list «:f the canon. 

Irenaeus {Haer. Ill, 11, 11), who knows the churches of Asia Minor, Rome, 
and Gaul, stresses the authority of the evayyeXiov reTpapopcfiov: According to 
God’s eternal decree, four Gospels are entrusted to the church, not more, not 
less. As there are four world regions, four chief winds, four divine SiaOrjKat, so 
four Gospels as the chief pillars of the church. For Irenaeus the second part of 
the NT canon consists of the thirteen Pauline epistles—for this number of the 
Pauline epistles he is the first witness—further. Acts, Apocalypse, I Peter, I II 
John. He is still undecided about Hebrews and III John, II Peter, James, and 
Jude. Fie quotes Hermas (IV, 34, 2) in connection with Genesis, Malachi, Ephe- 
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sians, and Matthew as ypaef)^. He also prizes highly I Clement, yet probably not 
as "Holy Scripture*’ (III, 3, 2 f.). 

Tertullian as witness for the church of Africa knows "the complete instru¬ 
ment of each testament” [totum instrumentum utriusque testamenti]; side by 
side with the "Law and the prophets” [lex ct prophetae] stand "evangelical 
and apostolic writings” [evangelicae et apostolicae litterae]. Hence there is an 
OT and a NT. The canon of the Gospels is closed, but not yet the canon of the 
apostolic writings. In Adv, Marc, IV, 2, 5, Tertullian clearly attests the four 
Gospels and calls them "scripturae” {De came Christi, 3). To "the Apostolos” 
belong, for him, thirteen Pauline epistles. Acts, Apocalypse, I John, I Peter, 
Jude. Not mentioned are II III John, James, and II Peter among the Catholic 
epistles. On the other hand, he cites Hebrews as the Epistle of Barnabas {de pnd., 
20) and calls it "better received among the churches” [receptior apud ccclesias]. 
In his pre-Montanist period he treated the Shepherd of Hermas as scripfura, but 
in de pud, 10 rejected it as apocryphns, 

Clement of Alexandria knows "the four Gospels delivered up to us” {Strom,, 
III 13, 93), and in the second part of the canon fourteen Pauline epistles (in¬ 
clusive of Hebrews), plus Acts and the Apocalypse. According to Eusebius (EH 
VI, 14, 1), Clement in his Hypotyposeis also expounded all the Catholic epistles, 
including Jude, as well as Barnabas and the Apocalypse of Peter. His NT, how¬ 
ever, included still more works. Of the gospels he used the Gospels of the He¬ 
brews and of the Egyptians, but not as equally authoritative. As apostolic 
writings, he also regarded as inspired the Apocalypse of Peter, the Preaching of 
Peter, the Epistle of Barnabas, I Clement, Didache, and the Shepherd of Hermas. 

Thus the three great theologians at the end of the second century knew a NT 
that contained the four-Gospel canon and an apostolic part, to which belonged 
incontestably thirteen Pauline epistles. Acts, I Peter, I John, and the Apocalypse. 
However, the status of the other Catholic epistles and of Hebrews was not yet 
established, and also additional writings were used as canonical. Tlie so-called 
Muratorian fragment, or the Muratorian canon, attests that this state of affairs 
also held true for the Roman congregation. This fragment was discovered in 
1740 by L. A. Muratori, librarian in the "Bibliotheca Ambrosiana” in Milan, in 
a manuscript of the eighth century, in a not always understandable Latin (text in 
the collections named on p. 334; also in H. Lietzmann, Kleine Texte I ^1933; 
English in Hennccke-Schneemelcher, NT Apocrypha, I, 42 ff.). This fragment 
reproduces a text most probably translated from the Greek into barbarous 
Latin, which is mutilated at the beginning and perhaps also at the end. The 
unknown author wrote toward the end of the second century in Rome. That 
he was the Roman "counter-bishop,” Hippolytus (Zahn, Lagrange), is not 
demonstrable (on the other hand, Harnack, ZNW 24, 1925, 1 ff., Bardy). Like¬ 
wise, A. Ehrhardt’s view that it was an official Roman document originally 
written in Latin cannot be established. Tlie fragment offers an authoritative 
list of the Scriptures "received” in the Catholic Church and to be read publicly, 
together with explicit rejection of writings to which other ecclesiastical Chris¬ 
tians or heretics want to attribute equal worth. The text begins with the last 
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words concerning Mark. Since it then designates Luke as the third and John 
as the fourth Gospel, the mention of Matthew as the first Gospel has been 
broken off. The statements about Mark and Luke show that eyewitnessship is 
highly valued. For Mark **was present at some events and thus set them down.*’ 
Luke "had not seen the Lord in the flesh,” but he related the events as far as he 
could ascertain them. The Fourth Gospel, composed by the disciple John, was 
written down under explicit request and approval of his fellow disciples and 
bishops; also the Johannine epistles guarantee that John had seen and heard the 
Lord and thus presents in his Gospel all the wonderful deeds of the Lord in the 
right order. The fragmentist knows the differences among the Gospels, but finds 
that they make no difference to the faith of believers, since the chief facts of the 
evangelical history "arc declared by the one guiding Spirit” [uno ac principali 
spiritu declarata sint]. In connection with Acts, the most important fact is that 
"the several events took place in his [Luke’s] presence” [sub pracsentia cius 
(Luke) singula gerebantur]. Therefore the contents of the book are well au¬ 
thenticated. Luke does not report the Passio Petri and the journey of Paul from 
Rome to Spain because he was not present at these events (cf. p. 266). The seven 
churches to whom Paul wrote epistles symbolize to the author, just as the seven 
churches in the Apocalypse, the totality of the Christian church and hence the 
nature of the Pauline epistles as intended for the entire church. In Romans the 
struggle of Paul against heresy and his understanding of the OT are especially 
emphasized as significant. The four epistles to individual persons who were close 
to the Apostle (Philemon, III Timothy, Titus) have achieved canonical recogni¬ 
tion because they contain regulations for church discipline. Spurious Pauline 
epistles, which stem from heretical circles, like the epistles to the Laodiceans or 
to the Alexandrians, are rejected ("cannot be received into the Catholic Church” 
[in catholicam ecclesiam recipi non potest]), for "it is not fitting for gall to be 
mixed with honey.” Nothing is said about the reasons for receiving three 
Catholic epistles (Jude, I II John). Strange to say, the Wisdom of Solomon is 
classified with them as a canonical book. There follow two apocalypses, the 
Apocalypse of John and the Apocalypse of Peter, the latter with the qualification, 
"which some of us do not wish to be read in church” [quam quidam ex nostris 
legi in ecclesia nolunt]. On the other hand, it is explained in connection with 
the Shepherd of Hennas: It ought also to be read, but not "publicly in church 
to the people” [se publicare in ecclesia populo], for it belongs neither in the 
completed OT canon of the prophets nor among the apostles, to the end of 
time. Indeed, it was written very recently in Rome by the brother of Bishop 
Pius. The list finally names the writings of Arsinous, Valantinus, Miltiades, and 
a book of psalms attributed to Marcion, but of these it says: "we accept nothing 
at all” [nihil in totum recipimus]. 

This enumeration of the writings which are received agrees essentially with 
that which had been established by the contemporary fathers of the West. The 
omission of I Peter is surprising, but not of FIcbrews, James, and III John 
(Katz’s conjecture that the reference was originally to three Johannine epistles 
is not convincing). Although the forged Pauline epistles and the Shepherd of 
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Hernias are excluded, the Apocalypse of Peter is recognized (the mention of 
the Wisdom of Solomon in this connection is certainly to be understood only 
as a mistake). It is important that here we learn something of the motives 
for the exclusion and inclusion of individual writings. The consciousness that 
in addition to the completed number of the prophetic writings "the apostle” 
must also be exactly limited, and hence that the new canon must also be closed, 
is clear. Decisive for the admission of a writing is, however, not its contents, 
but its composition by an apostle. Therefore the authors of Luke and probably 
also of Mark are authorized through the relationship of pupil to an apostle, and 
Acts is designated as "the acts of all the apostles” [acta omnium apostolorum], 
whereas the Shepherd of Hermas is excluded because its late origin precludes 
an apostle as author. In addition, a second motive for ecclesiastical recognition 
of a writing comes to light: It must be intended for the entire "ecclesia catho- 
lica.” This principle creates some difficulty for the author in connection with the 
Pauline epistles. He overcomes this problem, however, by comparing them 
to the seven epistles of the Apocalypse (see Dahl). If yet in addition direct 
eyewitnessship is emphasized for John and Acts, and indirect eyewitnessship 
for Luke (something similar about Mark must have stood in the original), the 
polemical sense may have been: Over against the apocryphal gospels and acts is 
placed the certain connection of the canonical writings with the apostolic tradi¬ 
tion. The delimitation of the canon through the exclusion of nonapostolic writ¬ 
ings is thus completed in the case of "the gospel” by the end of the second 
century, but "the apostle” is still in flux. The practical consequence of such 
inclusion or exclusion was, first, the permission or prohibition of reading in 
worship and, second, as a consequence of that, in course of time the acceptance 
or rejection of a writing for inclusion in the manuscripts intended for use in 
worship. 


§36, The Closing of the New Testament Canon in the Early Church 

J. Ruwet, *'Les ‘Antilegomcna* dans les oeuvres d’Origene,” Bb 23, 1942, 18 ffi; 
idem, *‘Le canon Alexandrin des Ecriturcs. Saint Athanase,” Bb 33, 1952, 1 ffi; C. F. F. 
Andry, "Barnabac Epist. ver. DCCCL,** JBL 70, 19 51, 23 3 ff.; W. Bauer, Der Apos- 
tolos der Syrer, 1903; M. Jugie, Thcologia dogmatica Chrhtianorum orientalium ab 
ecclesia catholica dissidentimn 5, 193 5, 25, 369. 


1) The New Testament in the Greek Church from Origen 
Until the End of Antiquity 

Within the history of the NT canon the great Alexandrian, Origen (f 253/ 
54), is of special import. His significance does not consist in active intervention 
in the course of the development which determined the extent of the NT 
essentially different from what it was when he found it. Rather, his service is 
that he ascertained the existing use of the NT writings in the particular ecclesi¬ 
astical provinces of his time, and upon the basis of this investigation drew certain 
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results with a cautious hand. His scholarly studies, as well as his visits in various 
cities and countries (Rome, Athens, Antioch, Arabia, Cappadocia, Palestine), 
had given him a comprehensive knowledge of the usage in the various churches. 
Upon this knowledge he based his judgment about the canonical recognition 
of NT writings. Because of the great esteem which Origen enjoyed, his views 
became influential in the following period. 

The most important feature of Origen’s work on the canon is that he deter¬ 
mined for the first time which writings had general ecclesiastical recognition, 
and that in this way he was led to distinguish various classes of ecclesiastical 
writings (cf. Eus., EH VI, 25, 3 ff.). 1) His first class is the avavTLpprjra or 
ofxo\oyovp.€va (**which are undisputed in the Church of God throughout the 
whole world*’). To this class belong the four Gospels, thirteen Pauline epistles, 
I Peter, I John, Acts, and the Apocalypse. 2) The apffnpaXkopeva = disputed 
writings, i.e., II Peter, II III John, Hebrews, James (Toinor in Jn, 20, 10, 66), 
and Jude (Tomoi in Mt, 17, 30). Although he cites the Shepherd of Hermas, 
Barnabas, and Didache as ypac/)^, he seems not to have classified them as canoni¬ 
cal. 3) The ij/ev^rjy the Gospels of the Egyptians, Thomas, Basilides, and Mat¬ 
thias, which are rejected as heretical forgeries. On the whole, it becomes evident 
in connection with Origen as well as with his predecessor Clement, that the 
church in Alexandria was more broad-minded in its use of Scriptures than the 
churches elsewhere. The criterion of separation between bp.oXoyovp.eva and a/x<^t- 
PaXXopeva was the recognition or rejection of a writing as ‘‘authentic,” i.e., 
apostolic, by the majority of the churches. The limits of the canon were thus 
not yet finally fixed. Tlirough the use of the majority decision in respect to a 
question which is ultimately historical, the judgment in particular cases remained 
yet in abeyance (especially in respect to Hebrews and the Apocalypse), and 
writings which were later excluded were still regarded here and there as canonical. 

That becomes clear in the other witnesses of the third century. A catalog in 
Latin which stands in Codex Claromontanus (D) of the Pauline epistles (see 
below, p. 366), between Philemon and Hebrews (text in Preuschen, Analecta 
2, 41 f.), is most probably translated out of the Greek and stems from the third 
century (so Zahn, Leipoldt, Lagrange, Wikenhauser); it gives the number of 
lines of the biblical writings. In this list are enumerated the four Gospels, thirteen 
Pauline epistles (Philippians and I II Thessalonians can only inadvertently be 
missing), the seven Catholic epistles, the Apocalypse, and Acts. Thus Hebrews 
is omitted, which Origen traced back to Paul only indirectly. Instead of it 
the following are cited as components of the NT: Epistle of Barnabas (not = 
Hebrews! cf. the proof by Andry), Shepherd of Hermas, Acts of Paul, and 
Apocalypse of Peter. But the partiality toward apocalypses which can be traced 
here was shaken when Dionysius of Alexandria, in his writing, “On the Promises” 
(c. 260; in Eus., EH VII, 25; Ante-Nicene VatJoers, Vol. VI, pp. 81-84; German 
in WGK, NT, 6 ff.), using evidence based upon language, style, and contents, 
declared that the Apocalypse of John cannot stem from the author of John 
and I John. Although Dionysius himself did not venture to reject the Apocalypse 
because “many brethren prize it highly,” as a result of his criticism the canonical 
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recognition of the Apocalypse in the East was violently shaken. Inasmuch as 
in these witnesses of the third century there still comes to light an uncertainty 
about the canonical recognition of Hebrews, the Apocalypse, several Catholic 
epistles, and some writings which finally were not received into the canon, the 
development continued yet further which led to the delimitation of the NT 
in the sense at last defined. Methodius of Olympus, Origen’s opponent in Asia 
Minor, cites all the writings of the NT as canonical, and also the Apocalypse 
of Peter and perhaps the Epistle of Barnabas and the Didache. Papyrus 72 (see 
below, p. 364) from the third century contains Jude and both Epistles of Peter, 
designating the second one explicitly as the second Epistle, and therefore pre¬ 
sumably knows these three writings as a part of the NT canon. 

Tliis uncertainty concerning the delimitation of **the apostle” still appears 
clearly also in the detailed discussion which Eusebius of Caesarea gives to the 
NT in his Ecclesiastical History (c. 303). He distinguishes three classes of 
writings (EH III, 25): 1. **Homologoumena,” 2. **Antilegomena,” 3. ‘'altogether 
absurd and impious writings” (aroTra irdvrif) koX Sverae^rj) , fictions of heretical 
men deviating from sound orthodoxy. For Eusebius the Homologoumena are 
the four Gospels, Acts, (fourteen) Pauline epistles (including Hebrews), I Peter, 
I John, and, "if it seem correct” {cl yc (^am?/), the Apocalypse of John. Among 
the Antilegomena he distinguishes two groups, writings with better and inferior 
reputation. The first he calls "Antilegomena which are approved by many”: 
James, Jude, II Peter, II III John. The second group are the voda, the spurious 
Acts of Paul, the Apocalypse of Peter, Shepherd of Hermas, Barnabas, Didache, 
and, ct (f)avcLr}, the Apocalypse of John. Moreover, there are some, he says, who 
number among the writings in this group the Gospel of Hebrews, a gospel used 
by the Jewish Christians. The curious fact that he first enumerates the Apoca¬ 
lypse among the Homologoumena and then among the spurious Antilegomena is 
explained by the widespread opposition, since Dionysius of Alexandria, against 
the apostolic origin of the Apocalypse, whereas the earlier ecclesiastical tradition 
and Origen recognized it as canonical. 

This scholarly classification gives, however, no complete picture of the state 
of affairs at the time of Eusebius. The Greek Church of his time generally knew 
seven Catholic epistles, as Eusebius himself certifies (EH II, 23, 24 f.), so that 
according to his presentation if one would join the Homologoumena and the 
first group of the Antilegomena he would have the NT in the modern sense. 
Yet at his time the seven Catholic epistles were not yet generally recognized, 
though according to Eusebius the name "Catholic epistles” was customary. Per¬ 
haps even a definite sequence of these epistles existed (cf. EH II, 23, 24): 
TdK<D/?oi/, ou ^ TTpoiTTf Tojv ovofxa^oficvitiv KadoXcKiov CTTLCTTokojv civai XcyCTai. But 
the recognition of the four small epistles was not generally fixed in his day. 
Above all, the Apocalypse was still disputed. From the fourth century we have 
enumerations of twenty-six books (i.e., without the Apocalypse) in Cyril of 
Jerusalem (c. 350), in the fifty-ninth (or sixtieth) canon of the synod of 
Laodicea (after 360), and in Gregory of Nazianzus (t 390). Also Amphilochius 
of Iconium (f c. 394) indicates that most declare the Apocalypse to be spurious. 
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Epiphanius, bishop on Cyprus (1403), though, cites the Apocalypse as the 
last NT book. 

On the one hand, then, the canonical status of some of the Catholic Epistles 
and the Apocalypse was still disputed. On the other hand, other writings which 
finally were not recognized as canonical were even yet treated as components 
of the NT: the Codex Slnaiticns (see p. 365) still contains after the Apocalypse 
the Epistle of Barnabas and the Shepherd of Hermas; the Codex Alexandrinns 
(see p. 366), I II Clement; and the Didache is cited as ypa<^^ by the writing 
which probably arose in Egypt in the fourth century and was falsely attributed 
to Athanasius, **Concerning Virginity.*' 

The thirty-ninth Festal Letter of Athanasius, written in 367, put an end 
to this uncertainty about the delimitation of the NT canon. This Festal Letter 
is almost entirely preserved in Greek, Syriac, and Coptic (text in the collections 
listed on p. 334; English in E. Hennecke-W. Schneemelcher, NT Apocrypha, 

I, 59 f.). In this pastoral epistle he was the first to establish a fixed, circum¬ 
scribed canon of the OT and NT, within which also the separate classes of 
writings and their sequence are defined. He designates the twenty-seven books 
of our NT as alone canonical. Tliey arc the four Gospels, after which follow 
Acts and the seven Catholic epistles (James, I II Peter, I II III John, Jude), 
then the fourteen Pauline epistles (Hebrews after II Tliessalonians and before 
the Pastorals and Philemon), and the Apocalypse. No one should add anything 
to these nor take anything away from them. In addition to the canonical books 
{KavovL^ofjLcva) and the books which the church has rejected {airoKpvcpa ), he 
cites yet a third class, the books for reading aloud (amytrioo-Ko/xem), which 
the church may use in baptismal instruction: besides the Wisdom of Solomon, 
Sirach, Esther, Judith, and Tobit, Didache (because of the “two ways,” chaps. 
1—6), and the Shepherd of FIcrmas (because of the “Mandata”). Athanasius 
was also the first to call this ecclesiastically fixed collection of Holy Scriptures 
Kavd)v (he says Hermas “is not of the canon” [/x^ 6v ck Kavovo^]: “De decretis 
Nicaenae synodi” 18, 3; = Athanasius* Werke II, 1, 193 5 ff., 15; =A Select 
Library of Nicene and Tost-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Cimrch, IV, 

p. 162). 

Because of Athanasius* authority, the canonicity of the seven Catholic 
epistles quickly prevailed within the Greek Church. But the attitude toward the 
Apocalypse continued to be ambiguous. Chrysostom and Theodoret, the great 
doctors of the Antiochian school, were against it, as were also the three great 
Cappadocians. The Quinisextine Council (692) advanced one NT canonical 
list with the Apocalypse and one without it. A scriptural catalog of the ninth 
century, the so-called Stichometry of Nicephorus, expressly does not count the 
Apocalypse among the books of the NT. Until in the late Byzantine period, 
only a very few of the preserved Greek manuscripts of the NT text contain the 
Apocalypse, and most of the Greek manuscripts of the Apocalypse offer the text 
of it either as part of a commentary or together with nonbiblical writings. 
Not until the tenth-eleventh century on did the situation slowly change (cf. 

J. Schmid, Stndien [see p. 326], 31 If.). Thus we can say that the number of 
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twenty-seven canonical writings of the NT did not finally prevail in the 
Greek Church until about the tenth century. 


2) The New Testament in the Latin Church from Cyprian to 
the Fifth Century 

In the Latin Church, in contrast to the Greek Church, the final determina¬ 
tion of the canon came about earlier. Here the Apocalypse, because its recog¬ 
nition as canonical was already attested in the Muratorian canon, was almost 
never attacked, and other apocalypses after the third century were only rarely 
cited as canonical. Yet in the West, Hebrews and five Catholic epistles were 
long unrecognized or disputed. 

In addition to the Gospels, Acts, and thirteen Pauline epistles, the Roman 
Novatian (c. 250) cites only I John and the Apocalypse as "Scripture.** In 
the works of Cyprian (f 258) we can see the contents of the NT in Africa 
around the middle of the third century, since he quotes numerous biblical 
passages, especially in his Testhnonia. Only I John and I Peter are cited among 
the Catholic epistles; Hebrews does not appear; yet the Apocalypse is Holy 
Scripture. 

The Latin church has no scholar to point to who, like Eusebius, intervened 
in the history of the canon with an organizing hand. On the whole, however, 
the formation of the canon here was accomplished more simply, corresponding 
to the strongly impressed sense of law and order in the Latin Church. As is 
shown by Hieronymus in particular, Greek theological literature generally ac¬ 
quired a strong influence in the West. Hieronymus made a basic contribution to 
the elimination of the differences between the canons of the East and of the 
West. Pope Damasus listened to him in connection with the determination of 
the Roman canon. Also Athanasius worked in the same direction during his 
various stays in Rome and other places of the West. 

Especially in the evaluation of Hebrews, the influence of the Greek Church is 
clearly recognizable in the West. Originally in the Latin Church the Epistle 
was not regarded as Pauline. Tertullian ascribed it to Barnabas. The Roman 
Christian who expounded the Pauline epistles around 370, the so-called Ambro- 
siaster, limited himself to the thirteen Pauline epistles, without Hebrews, as 
did Pelagius in his commentary written around 400 in Rome. Both, however, 
knew Hebrews, and also cited it as Scripture, but not as Pauline. The first 
certain Latin canonical catalog after the Muratorian canon, an African canon 
from the period around 360, called Canon Mommsen after its editor (text in 
Preuschen, Analecta 2, 37 f.), names the four Gospels (Matthew, Mark, 
John, Luke), thirteen Pauline epistles. Acts, Apocalypse, then "epistulae Jo- 
hannis*’ III ("una sola**), "epistulac Petri** II ("una sola**). Only one of 
the two manuscripts from which we know the canon, that from Cheltenham, 
has "una sola** in parentheses in both places. These words, whose originator 
wanted to recognize only one Johannine epistle and only one Petrine epistle. 
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seem to be a later correction. Hebrews, James, and Jude, however, are missing 
altogether. 

In the second half of the fourth century the influence of the East made itself 
noticeable. Hilary of Poitiers (t3 67), who was banished for several years to Asia 
Minor, cited Hebrews, James, and II Peter as apostolic. Lucifer of Calaris 
(t370/71), who also was in the East in exile, judged likewise about Hebrews, 
Jude, and II Peter. Hieronymus, who already during his Roman sojourn 
(382-8 5) placed the Athanasian extent of the NT at the basis of his revision 
of the Latin NT (see below, pp. 374 f.), after his emigration to the East 
(394) expressly described this extent in an epistle (Ep, ad Vanlimim 53, 9) 
but by no means suppressed his doubts about the Pauline origin of Hebrews. 
In his catalog of writers {de virh ilhstribus, 392) he placed together the reports 
known to him about the doubts of the apostolic origin of II Peter, James, Jude, 
Hebrews, and the Apocalypse, and thus they were handed down to the Middle 
Ages. Under the influence of Hieronymus, Augustine {De doefrina Christiana II, 
13; c. 396) advocated the canon of Athanasius, in which Hebrews was cited 
as the last of the fourteen Pauline epistles. Already shortly before, an African 
synod of Hippo Regius (393; we possess only the repetition of its resolution 
on the canon from a synod of Carthage, 397) established the same extent of 
the canon, indeed formulated: *‘Of the apostle Paul, thirteen epistles” [Pauli 
apostoli epistulae tredecim].**Of the same, to the Hebrews, one” [Eiusdem ad 
Hebraeos una] (not until a new Catholic synod in 419 was it said: **Of the 
apostle Paul, fourteen epistles” [Pauli apostoli epistulae quatuordecim]!). 
When Pope Innocent I was asked by a Gallic bishop about the canon, he cited 
the Athanasian canon with fourteen Pauline epistles and seven Catholic epistles 
(Epist. 6, from the year 405). 

With these African and Roman decisions the question of the canon was 
finally decided for the West. To be sure, practice did not immediately keep 
pace with this decision: Hebrews for a long time was occasionally omitted 
in biblical manuscripts (in the pseudo-Augustinian Specnluin, stemming from 
the fifth century, and in Codex Boernerianus of the ninth century; see below, 
p. 367). Cassiodorus around the middle of the sixth century still knew no 
Latin commentary on Hebrews. On the other hand, until the end of the 
Middle Ages the apocryphal Pauline epistle to the Laodiceans is found in manu¬ 
scripts of the Vulgate. But such variations do not call into question the fact 
that the extent of the NT of the Latin Church was irrevocably defined at the 
beginning of the fifth century. 

3) The New Testament in the Oriental National Churches 

The history of the canon in the Syrian national Church, whose center was in 
the lands of the Euphrates, underwent a peculiar development, in part diverging 
from the course of things in the Greek and Latin Churches. In Edessa, the 
capital of the principality of Osroene, Christianity obtained a foothold in the 
last third of the second century. The Doctrina Addai, a Syrian legend probably 
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from the beginning of the fifth century (see G. Philipps, T/je 'Doctrine of Addai, 
1876), reports that the founder of the Church of Edessa, in his farewell speech 
to his follower Aggai, ordered that besides the OT no other writings than the 
Gospel, the Epistles of Paul, and Acts, in which the divine truth is enclosed, 
should be read in the churches (cf. Zahn, Gcschichte des Ntl. Kanom I, 373). 
The early canon of the Syrians was accordingly much more limited than that 
of the Greeks and Latins: Instead of the four Gospels, the Diatessaron was used, 
and the Catholic epistles and the Apocalypse were omitted. Under Greek influ¬ 
ence Hebrews was regarded as Pauline, whereas Philemon was either ignored 
as un-Pauline or rejected (see J. Leipoldt [see above, p. 334], 208 ff.). In its 
place the Syrian fathers of the fourth century cited III Corinthians as canonical, 
together with an Epistle of the Corinthians and a narrative connecting piece. 
This apocryphal exchange of epistles either arose independently (now known 
from Papyrus Bodmer X of the third century) or was taken out of the apocry¬ 
phal Acts of Paul. 

From the period around 400 a Syrian canonical catalog Is preserved (German 
in Preuschen, Analecta 2, 67 f.). It also names from the NT only Gospels, 
Acts, and Pauline epistles, and after Philemon, the last Pauline epistle, remarks: 
*'The entire ‘Apostolos,’ 5076 stichoi,’* i.e., the Pauline epistles, including 
Philemon, but without III Corinthians, form with Acts the entire “Apostolos.” 
On the other hand, this canonical catalog specifics the four Gospels. Yet the 
Doctrina Addai, Aphraates, and Ephracm (both in the fourth century) still 
attest the ecclesiastical use of the Diatessaron, as does Eusebius (EH IV, 29, 6). 
Thcodoret (fc. 466), bishop of Cyrrhos on the Euphrates, collected and de¬ 
stroyed more than 200 copies of the Diatessaron in his diocese and introduced 
in its place the four Gospels {Haereticarum fabularuvi compendium 1, 20). 
Similarly Bishop Rabbula of Edessa (t436) instructed his priests to take heed 
that in all churches the four ^separated” Gospels be present and read. Yet such 
intervention of the bishops could not entirely displace the Diatessaron. It was 
still highly prized for a long time, especially by the Nestorians, even though 
they also had the Peshitta as their church Bible and therein the four Gospels. 

At the beginning of the fifth century, under direction of the episcopacy, the 
Syrian ecclesiastical Bible, the so-called *Teshitta,*’ was created (see p. 371 f.). 
It represents an assimilation of the canon of the Syrians to that of the Greeks. 
At its head stood the '^separated” Gospels; III Corinthians was removed; there 
remained, with Hebrews, fourteen Pauline epistles. In addition, there were three 
Catholic epistles, James, I Peter, and I John. Like the Apocalypse, the other 
Catholic epistles remained excluded. Thus the canon contained twenty-two 
writings. With that, the formation of the canon was completed for a large part 
of the Syrian Church. Further assimilation to the Greek canon did not ensue 
here. Toward that direction there was even less occasion when, after the Synod 
of Ephesus (431), the East Syrians as Nestorians separated themselves from 
the Great Church. The Ethiopian Church, however, added to the twenty-seven 
part canon of the Greek Church the Shepherd of Hernias, I II Clement, and 
the eight books of the Apostolic Constitutions. On the other hand, in West 
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Syria, which remained in closer contact with neighboring churches, the canon 
was completed. The revision or new translation of the NT, the so-called 
Vhiloxcnianay prepared in 508 at the order of Bishop Philoxenus of Mabbug, 
and its revision by Thomas of Harkel in the year 616 (see p. 372), also con¬ 
tained II III John, II Peter, and Jude, as well as the Apocalypse. Still in the fifth 
and sixth centuries James and the four smaller Catholic epistles did not yet 
have canonical authority everywhere, and also the Apocalypse only slowly won 
ecclesiastical esteem. 


537. The Canon in the Western Church Since the Reformation 
AND THE Theological Problem of the Canon 

H. J. Holtzmann, Lehrbucb (see p. 28), 154 ff.; J. Leipoldt, Geschichte 
(see p. 334) II; H. Strathmann, *'Die Krisis des Kanons der Kirche,” ThBl 20, 
1941, 295 ff.; W. G. Kummel, *‘Notwendigkeit und Grenze des NTl. Kanons,” ZThK 
47, 1950, 277 ff.; E. Kasemann, *'Begrundet dcr ntl. Kanon die Einheit der Kirche?,” 
EvTh 11, 1951-52, 13 ff. (= Exegetischc Vcrsuchc I, 214 ff.); H. Diem, *‘Das Problem 
des Schriftkanons,” ThSt 32, 1952; O. Weber, Grundlagen der Dogviatik I, 195 5, 
274 ff.; O. CuLLMANN, Die Traditioti als exegetisches, historisches und theologisches 
Vrobleviy 1954; “The Tradition. The Exegetical, Historical and Theological Problem” 
(tr. A. J. B. Higgins), in The Early Church, Historical and Theological Studies (ed. 
A. J. B. Higgins), 19 56, 57-99; F. V. Filson, Which Books Belong in the Bible?, 
1957; H. Bacht, “Die Rollc dcr Tradition in der Kanonbildung,” Catholica 12 , 
195 8, 16 ff.; H. Braun, W. Andersen, W. Maurer, Die Verbindlichkeit des Kanons, 
Fuldacr Hefte 12, 1960; W. Marxsen, “Das Problem dcs ntl. Kanons aus der Sicht 
dcs Exegetcn,” NZSTh 2, 1960, 137 ff.; C. H. Ratschow, “Zur Frage dcr Begriindung 
dcs ntl. Kanons aus der Sicht des systcmatischcn Theologcn,” NZSTh 2, 1960, 150 ff.; 
W. Marxsen, “Kontingenz der Offenbarung odcr (und?) Kontingcnz dcs Kanons?,” 
NZSTh 2, 1960, 355 ff.; P. Lengsfeld, Uberlieferung, Tradition und Schrift in der 
evangelischen und katholischcn Thcologie der Gegenwart, 1960, 71 ff.; K. Aland, 
“Das Problem dcs ntl. Kanons,” NZSTh 4, 1962, 220 ff. 

For the Catholic Church of the Middle Ages there was no problem of the 
extent of the NT. The NT canon which was received from the early church 
was indisputable authority. If Thomas Aquinas and especially Nicholas of Lyra 
(tl340) discussed doubts about Hebrews as rightly belonging to the canon, it 
was done precisely in order to demonstrate that it is a canonical epistle. Fol¬ 
lowing the reports of Hieronymus, historical criticism of Hebrews, some 
Catholic epistles, and the Apocalypse, made itself felt in Humanism (Erasmus, 
Cajetan), yet no one dared dispute seriously their canonicity. The Council of 
Trent (Sessio IV, 8 April 1546: **Decretum de canonicis scripturis,” text in 
E7tchiridion BibUcum, 23 f.) declared the entire Bible of the OT and NT, of 
the same extent as the Vulgate, as canonical. The individual books were enumer¬ 
ated (among them Hebrews as the fourteenth Pauline epistle and James as the 
epistle of the apostle James). The Council placed an equal valuation upon all 
the component parts of the canon, but at the same time demanded that **the 
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oral traditions’* should be received *‘with equal affection and reverence of piety” 
[sine scripto traditiones pari pietatis affectu ac reverentia]. 

In spite of the objections which the reformers raised against individual 
books, the Protestant churches also confirmed the canon of the NT of the 
same extent which the early church had given it. For Luther (see especially 
^’Prefaces to the NT,” 1522) that is canonical which is apostolic. However, 
he understands the expression ‘"apostolic” in a twofold sense: Apostolic is now 
what the apostles have written, then, what has apostolic nature in it, even if 
not written by apostles. “The correct touchstone by which to criticize all 
books is to see whether they promote Christ or not. What does not teach Christ 
is not apostolic, even if Peter or Paul should teach it; on the other hand, what 
preaches Christ is apostolic, even if Judas, Annas, Pilate, and Flerod should 
teach it” (“Preface to James”). From this point of view, Luther removed four 
of the seven writings which had been disputed in antiquity and by the 
humanists to the end of the NT, and did not enumerate them with the rest. 
In this way he made it plain that he did not reckon these four books, which 
“formerly had another reputation,” among “the truly certain principal books 
of the NT,” because only these “present me Christ bright and clear.” Luther’s 
juxtaposition of theological criticism of contents with the historical question 
of authorship inevitably caused him in time to modify his opinions somewhat, 
and from the outset he expressly emphasized that he wanted to force his views 
upon no one. As little as anything was changed in respect to the extent of the 
canon by this theological criticism of the contents, fundamentally the question 
about the theological justification of the early ecclesiastical delimitation of the 
canon was raised but certainly was not taken up for some time. Just as little 
did the historically understood distinctions between “canonical” and “apocry¬ 
phal,” or “protocanonical” and “deuterocanonical” writings of the NT have 
any practical significance for Lutheran theologians from Joh. Brenz to Leonh. 
Hutter. They were expressly opposed from Joh. Gerhard on and then aban¬ 
doned, whereas in the Reformed Church such distinctions never arose. From 
the Reformation period the removal of Flebrews, James, Jude, and the Apoca¬ 
lypse to the end of the Lutheran edition of the Bible (and in no other translations 
of the reformers!) alone was continued. In confessions of the Reformed churches 
there are differences in the classification of Hebrews: The “Confessio Belgica” 
(1561) enumerates it as the fourteenth Pauline epistle, whereas the “Confessio 
Gallicana” ( 1 5 59) and the “Westminster Confession” (1647) place it among 
the Catholic epistles. But nowhere was anything else changed in the contents 
of the NT. 

Although the external history of the NT canon was at an end, since the 
theology of the Enlightenment the correctness of this ecclesiastical delimitation 
of the canon and the binding force of the canon for Protestant theology have 
become problems. J. S. Semler (see above, p. 27) was the first to point out 
that the closing of the canon by the early church happened only “with respect 
to the clerics,” and “that these may use no other books for reading and for 
binding instruction.” He concluded therefrom that in general the investigation 
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of the canon remains free for **all thoughtful readers.” The mere fact that a 
book belongs to the canon is not authoritative for the Christian reader, for 
*‘the only proof which will entirely satisfy a sincere reader is the inner con¬ 
viction through truths which are found in these Holy Scriptures (but not in 
all parts and individual books)With this insight the strict historical investiga¬ 
tion of the origin of the individual writings of the NT, as well as of the 
collection as a whole, was recognized as a theological task. For a long time 
scholars attempted to accomplish this task falsely either as historical criticism 
of the canon by testing the '^apostolic” origin of its individual parts (J. D. 
Michaelis, F. C. Baur), or as historical defense of the canon by proving the 
apostolic origin of these writings (Th. Zahn). This method of historical denial 
or defense of the suitability of the early ecclesiastical limits of the canon was 
false because the justification for establishing the canonical validity of certain 
writings in connection with the exclusion of others cannot be historically tested. 
Thus the consequence of this false way was either the demand to abandon the 
dogmatic concept of the canon completely (G. Kruger, Das Dogma vom NT, 
1896; W. Wrede, Vber Aufgabe und Methode der sogenannten Ntl, Theologie, 
1897), or the attempt to demonstrate the complete unity and equal value of 
the NT writings (*T possessed a unified NT,” A. Schlatter; cf. WGK, NT, 539, 
note 238). These erroneous results, however, prove that the history of the canon 
exhibits the historical conditions and the motives of the origin and the estab¬ 
lishment of the canon, but cannot give a judgment concerning the actual neces¬ 
sity of the formation of the canon and the correctness of its delimitation. 

Nevertheless, precisely the insight achieved since Semler into the historical 
development and the centuries-long fluctuations in the delimitation of the 
canon forces us to consider the meaning and the validity of this canon forma¬ 
tion. For the history of the canon shows that the two-part canon of "the gospel” 
and "the apostle” was formed spontaneously in the course of the second century 
within the life of the church, but that the delimitation of the four-Gospel canon 
ana above an or tne part or "tne apostle'' going beyond the Pauline epistles was 
carried out consciously by the church according to definite principles and in 
connection with elimination of other opinions. Therefore the organized church 
by no means only ascertained which writings were already canonical (La¬ 
grange, Diem), but from the middle of the fourth century on, first determined 
by its judgment the disputed canonical worth of a part of the NT. Hence the 
existence of a NT canon rests upon the fact that the church has always been 
founded upon the primitive Christian proclamation of God’s final eschatological 
act of salvation in Jesus Christ and his first witnesses, and after the genera¬ 
tion of eyewitnesses and their hearers had died out this proclamation had to 
be preserved, and must be preserved, in literary form. With that it is given 
that the canon as preserver of the apostolic witness to Christ must be closed 
in principle and not be made relative by the juxtaposition with equal rights 
of the apostolic rule of faith (Cullmann) or by the superposition of the "sense 
which the Holy Mother Church has held and holds” [sensus quam tenuit et 
tenet sancta Mater Ecclesia] (Professio fidci Tridentinae, 1564). Yet the 
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possibility (which only now has come to be) that newly found primitive Chris¬ 
tian writings could be added to the traditional canon must in principle be left 
open. Here we must note that in connection with the delimitation of the 
canon from the end of the second century on the chronological factor played 
only an occasional role (exclusion of the Shepherd of Hermas), but in other 
cases was not taken into consideration (exclusion of I Clement). In the event 
early writings are discovered, factual agreement with the decisive witnesses of 
the NT should not be left out of consideration, quite apart from the question 
of how such an expansion of the NT could be carried out practically. 

The converse question about the correctness and the abiding validity of the 
limits of the early church’s canon is certainly no merely theoretical problem. 
For when the limits of the early ecclesiastical canon were established, it was 
presupposed that the Holy Scriptures *'have God himself as their actual author 
and creator,” which guarantees ^‘unconditional infallibility in all their parts” 
(Bacht). But this view, which was later dogmatized in the doctrine of inspira¬ 
tion, is untenable, because not only the two Testaments, but also the individual 
writings of the New Testament, advocate very diverse and, in part, clearly 
contradictory views, as is shown by the results of the special introduction to 
the NT, but above all by the exegesis of individual passages and the biblical 
theology constructed upon that exegesis. Rather, it is “according to the course 
of the history of the canon, as has often been said, that the necessity of its form 
cannot be established abstractly. The canon in its essence is much more fact 
than materialization of a theological concept” (O. Weber). Hence we cannot 
avoid the conclusion that the early ecclesiastical limitation of the canon, 
which was carried out only hesitatingly in the various parts of the church, in 
view of all its historical fortuitousness, cannot be regarded as unconditionally 
binding, for “the absolutization of the limits of the canon would be the absolu- 
tization of an element of the tradition” (O. Weber). Thus the Lutheran con¬ 
fessions correctly have not defined the canon. 

In spite of that, two reasons eliminate any serious possibility that we, by 
excluding particular writings, can improve upon the judgment of the early 
church concerning the extent of the canon. 1) The long-time favorite question, 
based upon the discussion in the early church and in the period of the Reforma¬ 
tion, whether the writings which were long disputed in respect to their 
canonicity should yet be excluded, has rightly been given up, not only because 
it is unfair to raise the critical question about the apostolic origin of these writ¬ 
ings only, a question which at any rate is inappropriate in this form, but above 
all because even in the writings whose belonging to the canon cannot seriously 
be assailed we find component parts which stand in contradiction to the 
central NT message. Thus already on historical grounds it would be impossi¬ 
ble, by means of elimination of writings, to delimit a NT which would be 
uniform and in all of its component parts an appropriate witness to the 
apostolic message about Christ. 2) Of still more importance is this consideration: 
Such a new establishment of the NT canon would have its inception in a mis¬ 
understanding of the essence of the canon. Luther evaluated the books of the 
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NT according to the degree to which they **show Christ to you and teach every¬ 
thing which is necessary and blessed for you to know.” In addition to that he 
laid down the warning: “Therefore take heed that you do not make a Moses 
out of Christ, or a law or a book of doctrine out of the Gospel” (Preface to 
the “Septembertestament,” 1522). Here he makes it clear that the books of the 
NT are canonical insofar as they make so audible the testimony to God’s his¬ 
torical act of salvation in Jesus Christ that it can be further proclaimed. With 
that it is given that we can recognize what rightly stands in the canon only 
on the basis of the apostolic witness contained in the canon, and that exegetical 
reflection can help to clarify the greater or lesser closeness of a writing or a 
section of a writing to the fundamental proclamation of Christ, but cannot 
yet decide in a generally valid way about the normative character of this 
portion of Scripture. Knowledge of the “internal limits of the canon,” or of 
the “canon within the canon,” leads to the insight that a new delimitation of 
the NT canon would be senseless, but it also frees us for an ever new answer to 
the question of what in the NT “preaches and promotes Christ.” The un¬ 
protected nature of the limits of the canon corresponds to the historical nature 
of the revelation. 


PART III 


The History of the Text of the New Testament 

Editions of the text, see p. 21. On introduction: Eb. Nestle, Einjubrung in das 
Griech, NT (1897) ^923, completely revised by E. v. Dobschutz; Introduction to 
the Textual Criticism of the Greek NT. Tr. W^'^illiam Edie from 2nd cd. (1899), 1901; 
H. Lietzmann, Einfiibrung in die Textgescbicbte der Plsbr.y Hdb. 8, ^1933, 1 ff.; 
F. G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the NT, “1926; ideniy Recent 
Develoiunents in the Textual Criticism of the Greek Bibhy 1933; idevty The Text of 
the Greek Bible (1937) “1958, enlarged by A. \V. Adams, German (1952) ‘'1961; 
idemy Our Bible and the Ancient ManuscriptSy ^revised by A. W. Adams, 1958; 
K. and S. Lake, The Text of the NT, ®1933; H. J. Vogels, Handbuch der NTl. 
Textkritik (1923) “195 5, cf. idem, Ubungsbuch zur Einfiihrung in die Textgeschichte 
des NT, 1928; B. H. Streeter, The Tour Gospels (1924) ®1956, Part I; L. Vaganay, 
Initiation d la critique textuelle neotestamentaire, 1934; Introduction to the Textual 
Criticism of the NT. Tr. B. V. Miller, 1937; J. Jeremias, ‘*Der gegenwartige Stand 
der NTl. Textforschung,** ThBl 17, 1938, 10 ff.; W. G. Kummel, “Textkritik und 
Textgeschichte des NT 1914-37,’* ThRdsch, N.F. 10, 1938, 206 ff., 292 ff.; 11, 1939, 
84 ff.; K. et S. Lake, “De Westcott et Hort au Pere Lagrange et au-dela,” RB 48, 
1939, 497 ff.; R. V. G. Tasker, “An Introduction to the Manuscripts of the NT,” 
HarvThR 41, 1948, 71 ff.; New Testament Manuscript Studies, ed. M. M. Parvis and 
A. P. WiKGREN, 19 50; C. S. C. Williams, Alterations to the Text of the Synoptic 
Gospels and Acts, 1951 (good introduction with examples); M. M. Parvis, “The Na¬ 
ture and Task of NT Textual Criticism: An Appraisal,” JR 32, 19 52, 165 ff.; E. C. 
Colwell, What is the Best NT?, 19 52 (good introduction); E. Fascher, Text¬ 
geschichte als hermeneutisches Problem, 1953; E. Massaux, “Etat actuel dc la critique 
textuelle du NT,” NRTh 85, 1953, 703 ff. (good survey); G. Zuntz, The Text of the 
Epistles, 1953 (cf. thereto ThLZ 83, 1958, 765 ff.); K. W. Clark, “Textual Criticism 
and Doctrine,” Studia Paulina 19 53, 52 ff.; ide7n, “The Effect of Recent Textual 
Criticism upon NT Studies,” The Background of the NT and its Eschatology, 19 56, 
27 ff.; A. SouTER, The Text and Canon of the NT, Revised by C. S. C. Williams, 1954; 
P. Sacchi, Alle Origini del Nuovo Testamento, 19 56; M. Karnetzki, “Textgeschichte 
als Uberlicferungsgcschichte,” ZNW 47, 1956, 170 ff.; J. Duplacy, On en est la critique 
textuelle du NT?, 1959 (comprehensive research report); idetfi, “Critique textuelle du 
NT I,” RScR 50, 1962, 242 ff.; K. Th. Schafer, “Der Ertrag der textkritischen 
Arbeit seit der Jahrhundertwende,” BZ, N.F. 4, 1960, 1 ff.; H. Greeven, “Textkritik 
II. NT,” RGG “ VI, 716 ff. Comprehensive specialized studies: C. R. Gregory, Text¬ 
kritik des NT I-III, 1900-1909; Herm. v. Soden, Die Schriften des NT in ihrer dltesten 
erreichbaren Textgestalt I, 1902-10; F. H. A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the 
Criticism of the NT, M894; M.-J. Lagrange, Introduction d Vetude du NT 11: Critique 
textuelle 2: La critique rationelle, 193 5. Survey of NT Manuscripts: C. R. 
Gregory, Die griech. Handschriften des NT, 1908; Continuation of the manuscript list 
by E. V. Dobschutz, ZNW 23, 1924, 248 ff.; 25, 1926, 298 ff.; 27, 1928, 216 ff.; 32, 
1933, 185 ff.; by K. Aland, ZNW 45, 1954, 179 ff.; 48, 1957, 141 ff. The manuscript 
list is being kept up-to-date by K. Aland. Cf. also K. W. Clark, A Descriptive Cata- 
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logiie of Greek NT Manuscripts in America^ 1937 and B. Botte, “Manuscrits grecs 
du NT,” DBS V, 19 57, 819 ff. On the nature of ancient books and writing: V. Gardt- 
HAUSEN, Grieebisebe Palaograpbie, “1911-13; W. Schubart, Das Bucb bei den Grie- 
cben und Roviern, ^1961; ideniy **Griechische Palaographie” in: Handbucb der Alter- 
Uimswissensebafty edited by W. Otto, I 4, 192 5; P. Maas, *'Griechische Palaographie” 
in A. Gercke-E. Norden, Einleitung in die Altertuviswissenscbaft I 9, 1927; R. 
Devreesse, Introduction a Vetude des manuscrits grecs, 1954; C. H. Roberts, Tbe 
Codex, Proceedings of the British Academy 1954, 169 ff.; idem, Greek Literary Hands, 
1956.—On methodology P. Maas, Textkritik, “1956; S. Timpanaro, **La genesi del 
‘metodo del Lachmann,* ” Studi Italiani di Filologia Classica 31, 19 59, 182 ff.—The fol¬ 
lowing works contain plates of NT manuscripts: H. J. Vogels, Codicum Novi Testa- 
menti specimina, 1929; W. H. P. Hatch, Tbe Principal Uncial Manuscripts of tbe 
NT, 1939; idem. Facsimiles and Descriptions of Minuscule Manuscripts of tbe NT, 
1951; O. Paret, Die BibeL Ibre Uberlieferung in Wort und Sebrift, “19 50—B. M. 
Metzger. Annotated Bibliography of tbe Textual Criticism of tbe NT 1914-39, SaD 
16, 1955. 


538. The Manuscript Tradition of the New Testament 

No NT writing is preserved in the original. We can, however, conclude 
from the earliest Christian papyri that the originals of the NT writings were 
written on both sides of papyrus sheets (‘*book-form”) (cf. Roberts, Tbe 
Codex [see above]). What we possess are only more or less accurate copies 
and extracts by early Christian writers. To restore from these copies and 
extracts the original text of the NT is the task of textual criticism. 

The text of modern editions is based upon 1. Greek manuscripts; 2. early 
versions; and 3. NT quotations of the church fathers. 


1. The Manuscripts 
a) General 

The manuscripts are distinguished primarily according to the manner of 
writing employed and secondarily according to the writing material used. 

The writing material was either papyrus or parchment. Papyrus (produced 
from the pith of the papyrus plant) was used predominantly until the beginning 
of the fourth century, but after that only rarely. In connection with that, all 
of the pre-fourth-century NT manuscripts which have been preserved arc 
papyri codices (in contrast to the literary papyri, which customarily were 
published as scrolls). From the fourth to the thirteenth centuries the usual 
writing material was parchment (inembrana, made from the skins of sheep, 
goats, calves, or other animals). Occasionally scribes wrote twice on parchment: 
They erased or scraped away the old writing and put on another. Such a manu¬ 
script, whose original text can be made legible again today by chemical or 
photographic processes, is called a palimpsest {codex rescriptns), 

According to the manner of writing, the manuscripts fall into two groups: 
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manuscripts in large writing, majuscule or uncial manuscripts (letters about 
1 “uncia” = 1 inch high); and manuscripts in small writing, minuscule 
manuscripts. In the majuscule manuscripts the text is written throughout in 
capital letters, without separation of words, and in earlier times also without 
separation of meaning at the end of lines {scriptio continua). In addition to 
this **book script,*’ there was a more flowing majuscule cursive, in which sev¬ 
eral letters were connected with one another. Presumably the NT originals 
were written in such majuscule cursive (two secular examples from the first 
century in E. M. Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin Paleography, 
1912, 164 f.; a NT manuscript from the third century in Qjiantula- 

cumque. Studies Presented to K, Lake, 1937, plates after pp. 152 and 156). 
From the majuscule cursive the minuscule cursive gradually developed, the 
latter resembling the Greek longhand used today. The majuscule manuscripts 
extend into the tenth century. From the ninth century on minuscule manu¬ 
scripts and majuscule manuscripts held the field together. In the eleventh 
century the minuscule manuscripts achieved undivided sway. In the earliest 
manuscripts accent marks, breathing marks, and punctuation are generally 
missing. Not until the eighth century did they become the rule. From the 
secon d cen tury on bibl ical manuscripts contain abbreviations for nomina sacra 
(e.g., for 6e6s, for Kvpio^, etc.; cf. A. H. R. E. Paap, Nomina sacra in 
the Greek Papyri of the First Five Centimes A.D., 1959). 

The number of known manuscripts, according to the latest statistics, amounts 
to 72 papyri, 242 majuscules, 2,570 minuscules, and 1,909 lectionaries (1960, 
see BZ, N.F. 4, 1960, 316). The Gospels have been copied the most often. 
Then follow, at a considerable distance, the Pauline epistles. We have the 
fewest manuscripts of the Apocalypse (4 papyri, 10 majuscules, 212 minuscules; 
see J. Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes II, 
MThSt, 1. Erg. Bd., 195 5). Originally, A B C and about fifty minuscules 
contained the entire NT. 

The designation of the manuscripts is not uniform. Still today they are 
largely known by the system which J. J. Wettstein (tl754) introduced. The 
majuscules are designated by means of capital Latin, Greek, and Hebrew 
letters (A B C H etc.), the minuscules by Arabic numbers (1 2 3, etc.). 
Gregory introduced a new method which alone is supposed to be used today (it 
lies at the basis of the official lists): The majuscule manuscripts, for which the 
letters of the alphabet are no longer sufficient, arc designated by consecutive 
Arabic numerals, before which a zero (0) is placed (01 02, etc.). For the 
most used forty-five majuscules, however, the traditional designation by means 
of letters also still applies, but the letters are placed before the numerals, which 
are enclosed in parentheses; (01), A(02), B(03), etc. (also the designation 
only with letters is used). The minuscules have the numerals 1, 2, etc. The 
papyri are designated by Gothic $ in bold type with an exponent in an 
Arabic numeral; etc. The lectionaries are designated by the letter 1 

with exponents in Arabic numerals: F, 1-, etc. 

Herm. v. Soden proposed other sigla and used them in his works (listed on 
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p. 21). He abandoned the distinction between majuscule and minuscule 
manuscripts and numbered the manuscripts consecutively with Arabic numerals. 
This system, however, is not simple and has not prevailed. A concordance of 
the various systems is offered by B. Kraft, Die Zeichen fiir die wichtigcren 
Handschrifteii des griechischenlSlTy (1926) ^1955. 

The sequence of the parts of the NT is the same in almost all the Greek manu¬ 
scripts: Gospels, Acts, Catholic epistles, Pauline epistles, and Apocalypse. This 
same sequence is followed by a greater part of the newer editions of the NT 
(among others, Tischendorf, Westcott-Hort, v. Soden). But other arrangements 
also appear, e.g., in and A: Gospels, Pauline epistles. Acts, Catholic epistles, 
and the Apocalypse (followed by Weiss), or in the Muratorian canon: Gospels, 
Acts, Pauline epistles. Catholic epistles. Apocalypse (so also the Vulgate, 
Erasmus, and popular modern editions). 

The manuscripts often contain all kinds of data for the orientation of the 
reader and for the use of the manuscript, at the beginning of the entire volume 
or of the individual books, also in the margin or in the text or at the end of 
the individual book or of the entire volume. The Epistle of Eusebius to Carpian 
and the Canons of Eusebius, which are synoptic tables of parallel sections in the 
Gospels, are often prefixed to the Gospels (Nestle, 'NT Graece, prints both in his 
Proleg07nena) while section and canon numbers are then written in the 
margin, and refer to the appropriate canon (in Nestle these numbers appear 
in the inner margin). The individual books are introduced by means of 
prefaces (viroOeaei^), with information about the contents of the writing, the 
author, the number of chapters, etc. Then follows the titulus, the superscrip¬ 
tion of the book. In the margin stand chapter designations and summary-head¬ 
ings, information about the beginning and conclusion of pericopes, etc. In 
addition, there sometime appear in the margins scholia (interpretative remarks), 
and at times entire commentaries, as well as ‘‘chains” of comments {catenae). 
Subscriptions contain traditional information about the copyist or deliverer of 
the manuscript, time and place of composition, etc. 

Often the manuscripts also show corrections from the hand of the scribe or 
later editors. In our editions of the text these later corrections are designated by 
means of exponents (^^“ B- or B'"', etc.), to distinguish them from the 
original text indicated by asterisks {'^'^ B'^). An example of such a correction 
is the insertion of the words Iv (Eph. 1:1), by the correctors of 

andB^^ 

The division of chapters which is usual today came into use soon after 
1200. Tradition traces it back to Stephan Langton, archbishop of Canterbury 
(tl228). Verse division derives from the Parisian book dealer, Robert 
Stephanus, and appeared for the first time in his edition of the NT in 1551. 

b) The Papyrus Majuscules 

The NT manuscripts on papyrus are of special significance if they are older 
than the preserved parchment manuscripts, and only to that extent can we justfy 
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their special treatment and designation. On the papyri cf. generally: W. Schu- 
bart, Einfiihmng in die Vapymskunde, 1918; K. Preisendanz, Papyrnsknnde, 
Handbuch der Bibliothckswissemchaft I, 1952, 50 ff.; K. Treu, RGG*^ V, 
1961, 91 ff. (lit.). Lists of NT papyri: G. Maldfeld, *‘Die griechischen Hand- 
schriftenbruchstiicke des NT auf Papyrus,” ZNW 42, 1949, 228 ff.; K. Aland, 
ZNW 45, 1954, 187; 48, 1957, 145 ff.; idem, *‘Neue NTl. Papyri, ” NTSt 3, 
1956-57, 261 ff. Also, W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch, N.F. 10, 1938, 292 ff., and 
B. Botte, art., *Tapyrus Bibliques,” DBS VI, 1109 ff. Only the most important 
of the earliest papyri will be mentioned here. 

Pap. Rylands Greek 457 (Manchester, John Rylands Library) is the 
earliest preserved fragment of the NT (early second century). The palm-sized 
fragment contains parts of Jn. 18:31-33, 37 f., in agreement with the Nestle 
text. Publication: C. H. Roberts, An Unpublished Fragment of the Fourth 
Gospel in the ]olm Kylands Library, 193 5. Also, J. Jeremias, ThBl 15, 1936, 
97 ff. 

Pap. Magd. Greek 18 (Oxford, Magdalen College) consists of three only 
slightly more recent fragments of Mt. 26 (end of the second century), likewise 
without essential divergences from the Nestle text. Publication: C. H. Roberts, 
HarvThR 48, 1953, 233 ff. 

From the second and third centuries, in addition to important fragments, 
six extensive manuscripts are preserved, which make possible a glance at the 
form of the Greek NT text a century before the great majuscules. Three of 
them (^‘^^“*'^) are found mostly in the possession of the English collector, A. 
Chester Beatty, in Dublin. Three are in the possession of the Genevan collector, 
M. Bodmer. 

^45^ 5^40^ spiT (Chester Beatty Papyri) contain 126 leaves (severely mutilated, 
in part) from three papyrus books. (one page in Vienna) contains fragments 
of all four Gospels and Acts. (one part of the manuscript belongs to the 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor) offers the Pauline epistles in the following 
sequence: Romans (from 5:7 on), Hebrews, I II Corinthians, Ephesians, Gala¬ 
tians, Philippians, Colossians, I Thessalonians. Rev. 6—17. and 

were probably written at the very beginning of the third century and offer 
the earliest connected text of the four-Gospel canon and of the Corpus 
Panlhrutn. Whereas exhibits another text-form for each Gospel, it is the 
earliest witness to the **short,” “Egyptian” text of Acts. P'^® is a valuable 
witness to the unrevised Pauline text of the second century and hence to the 
early component parts of all later textual forms. (second half of the third 
century) offers the oldest, but not the best, text of the Apocalypse. Publica¬ 
tion: F. G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri II. Ill and III SuppL, 
1933-36 (Text and Facsimile Volumes). On M.-J. Lagrange, RB 43, 

1934, 1 If., 161 ff.; C. C. Tarelli, JThSt 40, 1939, 46 ff.; 41, 1940, 253 ff.; 
H. W. Huston, JBL 74, 195 5, 262 ff. On H. Lietzmann, SBA 1934, 25; 
H. Seesemann, ThBl 16, 1937, 92 ff.; K. W. Clark, Studia Paulina, 1953, 56 ff.; 
G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 1953. On J. Schmid, Studien (see 
above, p. 361) II, 195 5, 109 ff. 
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(Papyrus Bodmer II) comprises all of John with few lacunae (including 
ch. 21). The codex, which was probably written before 200, presents a text 
which, like in Acts, belongs to a preliminary stage of the '^Egyptian” text 
before the recensions. Publication: V. Martin, Papyr7is Bodmer 11, t^vangile 
de jean chap, 1-XlV, 1956; V. Martin and J. 'W, B. Barns, Papyrus Bodmer 
11, Supplement, £,vangile de Jean chap, XVl-XXl, Nouvelle edition augmentee 
et corrigee avec reproduction photographique co^nplete du maiiuscript, 1962. 
Also, K. Aland, FuF 31, 1957, 50 ff.; ideviy ThLZ 82, 1957, 161 ff.; H. Zim- 
mermann, BZ, N.F. 2, 1958, 214 fF. (good lists of variants!); M.-E. Boismard, 
RB 64, 1957, 373 ff. (very uncertain construction!); F. Klijn, NTSt 3, 1956- 
57, 327 ff. 

(Papyrus Bodmer VII and VIII) contains as one part of a miscellaneous 
collection of documents the text of Jude and both Epistles of Peter. It was 
written in the third century, presumably by a writer with Coptic mother 
tongue. The manuscript offers the earliest preserved text of these three epistles. 
In I Peter its textual affinities are with the ^‘Egyptian” witnesses, in Jude partly 
with the "wild” text before the recensions. Publication: M. Testuz, Papyrus 
Bodmer Vll-lX, 1959. Good lists of variants in F. W. Beare, JBL 80, 1961, 
253 ff. (for I Peter) and £. Massaux, Le texte de Vepitre de Jtide dti Papyrus 
Bodmer Vll, ALBO III, 24, 1961. 

(Papyrus Bodmer XIV-XV) comprises in a single-quire codex the Gos¬ 
pels of Luke and John. Lk. 4:34-18:18; 22:4-24:53 and John 1:1-13:10 are 
preserved with small lacunae and with the remainder of additional pages. John 
connects to Luke on the same page. The manuscript presumably presupposes 
the four-Gospel canon, and was written about the end of the second century. 
The text coincides most frequently with B, but also with and the 

Sahidic version (Jn. 10:7, 6 instead of r) Ovpal), In any case, this text 

is a predecessor of the "Egyptian” text-form. Publication: V. Martin et 
R. Kasser, Papyrus Bodmer XIV-XV, 1961. Cf. B. M. Metzger, ExpT 73, 
1961-62, 201 ff.; K. W. Clark, "The Text of the Gospel of John in Third- 
Century Egypt,” NovT 5, 1962, 17 ff. (points out that offers the best 
text of John in the third century); J. A. Fitzmyer, "Papyrus Bodmer XIV: 
Some Features of our Oldest Text of Luke,” CBQ 24, 1962, 170 ff.; C. L. 
Porter, "Papyrus Bodmer XV and the Text of Codex Vaticanus,” JBL 81, 
1962, 363 ff. On the text of Luke, cf. E. Haenchen, Apg,, Meyer IIT^, 1961, 
667 ff. 

Two papyrus fragments from the third century are of special significance 
because of their text-form: 

a codex page with Mt. 26:19-52 in majuscule cursive (University of 
Michigan, Ann Arbor), proves by its fluctuation between B and D the early 
existence of this mixed text ("Caesarean” text?) in Egypt. Publication: H. A. 
Sanders, HarvThR 19, 1926, 215 ff. Also M.-J. Lagrange, Critique textuelle 
II, 1935, 157 f. 

a codex page with Acts 23:11 ff. in Florence {Bibliotheca Mediceo- 
Laurentiafia ), attests the broad "Western” text of Acts in the third century in 
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Egypt. Publication: Papiri Greet e Latini 10, 1932, 112 £F. Also, M.-J. Lagrange, 
Critique textuelle II, 406 ff. 

And a later papyrus manuscript is significant because of its extent: 5)3 
(Papyrus Bodmer XVIII) consists of fragments of a papyrus codex from the 
sixth-seventh century, which contained Acts and the Catholic epistles. Only 
about half the text of Acts is well preserved. The beginning and ending of 
Acts are badly mutilated. Only small fragments of the Catholic epistles are 
extant. In Acts the text exhibits striking affinities with ^ and to a lesser extent 
with A. There are no parallels to the ‘‘Western” text and the special readings 
from B and the Koine. Publication: R. Kasser, Papyrus Bodmer XVII, 1961. 
Cf. Ph.-H. Mcnoud, RThPh 12, 1962, 112 ff. 


c) The Parchment Majuscules 

From the third century only a very few parchment fragments are preserved, 
of which the most important (0220) is a Greek witness to Tatian’s Diatessaron 
(see pp. 369 f.). From the fourth century on, we have, in addition to numerous 
fragments, the great majuscule manuscripts, of which the most important are: 
B Vaticanus (03 Gregory), already since the end of the fifteenth century in 
the Vatican Library, contains the OT, with two lacunae, and the largest part 
of the NT. In the NT the concluding pages from Heb. 9:14b onward, 
including I II Timothy, Titus, Philemon, and the Apocalypse, are gone. B 
stems from the early fourth century and is thus the earliest of the great Bible 
manuscripts. Its home was presumably Egypt (Alexandria; according to 
W. H. P. Hatch, JBL 72, 1953, XVIII f.. Upper Egypt). Since the ink had 
faded, the entire text, probably before or around 1000, was traced over afresh 
with new ink and supplied with accents and breathing marks. The restorer 
undertook at the same time a kind of recension, in that he left untouched 
those words and letters which appeared to him to be incorrect. Previously 
two correctors had already worked on the text. Photographic reproduction of 
the manuscript: Bibliorum ss. Graecorum Codex Vaticanus 1902, Pars II: 
Testamentum Novum, 1904. 

Sinaiticus (01 Gregory; S in Lietzmann, Hdb., etc.), discovered by C. 
Tischendorf at the monastery of St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai in 18 59, after 
a partial discovery of forty-three leaves in 1844. Tischendorf delivered up 
the manuscript to Czar Alexander II; whether this permanent transfer of 
the manuscript to Russia took place in an honest and irreproachable man¬ 
ner is open to question (cf. The Mount Sinai Manuscript of the Bible, 1934, 
and W. Hotzelt, ThLZ 74, 1949, 457 ff.). The manuscript was in Leningrad 
until 1933, when it was sold by the Soviet regime to the British Museum 
in London for 100,000 £ (more than $500,000 at that time). The OT 
is almost complete, and the entire NT has survived. At the end are the 
Epistle of Barnabas and a large portion of the Shepherd of Flermas. The 
manuscript was written not later than about the middle of the fourth cen- 
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tury in Egypt or more probably in Palestine (Caesarea) (see M.-J. Lagrange, 
*‘L’origine mediate et immediate du Ms. Sinaitique,” RB 35, 1926, 91 ff.). 
Tischendorf distinguished (probably overly sharply) six to seven different 
hands, who later corrected the codex. According to H. J. M. Milne-T. C. 
Skeat, Scribes and Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus, 1938, is based upon 
the work of three writers and several more recent correctors. A photographic 
reproduction of the NT portion is presented by K. Lake, Codex Sinaiticus 
Petropolita7jus, The NT, the Epistle of Barnabas and the Shepherd of Hennas, 
1911. 

A Alexandrinus (02 Gregory), once a complete Bible; in 1627 presented to the 
king of England; since 1751 in the British Museum in London. This manu¬ 
script is later than the two previous ones and was probably written in the 
fifth century in Egypt. It has large lacunae in Matthew, John, II Corinthians, 
and also contains I II Clement (-12:5). The character of its text is not uni¬ 
form: In the Gospels it represents the Koine text, but otherwise the Egyptian 
type. Latest photographic reproduction: F. G. Kenyon, The Codex Alexan¬ 
drinus in Reduced Photographic Facsimile. NT and Clementine Epistles, 
1909. Cf. T. S. Skeat, **The Provenance of the Codex Alexandrinus,” JThSt, 
N.S. 6, 1955, 233 ff. 

C Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus (04 Gregory), in the National Library in 
Paris, the most important of the palimpsests, written in the fifth century, 
erased in the twelfth century and rewritten with the text of 38 treatises by 
the Syrian ecclesiastical teacher, Ephraem (t373). Little of the OT, but about 
five eighths of the NT, is preserved. Tischendorf was the first to succeed in the 
painstaking labor of deciphering completely the underwriting. In 1843 he 
published the pages of the NT in facsimile reproduction. 

D designates two outstanding manuscripts of the sixth century, which once 
were in the possession of the friend and pupil of Calvin, Th. Beza. Since both 
manuscripts are bilingual (Greek text and Latin translation), they obviously 
stem from a region of the church where Greek was still spoken (southern 
Gaul, southern Italy, but also Egypt and Syria, have been proposed). The text 
is written in KwAa, lines of varying length to make the pauses in sense come 
at the end of the lines. The first manuscript contains the Gospels (in the 
sequence Matthew, John, Luke, Mark) and Acts (D^^), the second the Pauline 
epistles (D^). originally in the monastery of irenaeus in Lyons, is called 
*'Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis” (05 Gregory), because it was presented by 
Beza in 1581 to the University of Cambridge, where it is still found. is 
Codex Claromontanus (06 Gregory), so named after the Monastery of Cler¬ 
mont at Beauvais, where it was previously kept, but now it is in the National 
Library in Paris. especially offers to Luke and Acts a text which diverges 
remarkably from the earlier manuscripts, a text related to the Old Latin and 
Syriac texts, and designated as “Western” (see below, p. 384). Tlie Latin text 
of D*’ agrees with that of Lucifer of Calaris (fourth century). Facsimile re¬ 
production of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis quattuor evangelia et actus 
apostolorum . . . phototypice repraesentatus, 1899. Cf. also J. D. Yoder, Cow- 
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cordance to the Distinctive Greek Text of Codex Bezae, NTTS 2, 1961. 
only in Tischendorf’s edition, Codex Claroniontanus . . ., 1852. 

Of the remaining majuscules, the following are worthy of mention: 

Codex Laudianus (08 Gregory) of the Acts, a bilingual manuscript in 
Greek and Latin, written in Sardinia in very short /coiAa, and now in Oxford, 
once regarded as a Greek representative of the ‘‘Western” text, is an early 
representative of a mixture of text-types between “Egyptian” and “Western” 
texts, and hence recognized as largely unimportant for textual criticism (sec 
J. H. Ropes, HarvThR 16, 1923, 175 ff.). 

G Codex Boerncrianus (012 Gregory), Grcek-Latin bilingual manuscript of the 
ninth century from St. Gall, now in Dresden, exhibits the “Western” text of 
the Pauline epistles (without Hebrews). Photographic reproduction: A. Rei- 
chardt, Der Codex Boerncrianus der Briefe des Aposfels Panins, 1909. 

W Frcer-Gospels (032 Gregory), manuscript of the Gospels of the fourth or 
fifth century from Egypt, in possession of the Freer Collection in Washington. 
The character of the text is curiously variegated, showing to some extent 
affinities with the “Western” and the “Caesarean” texts (see below, pp. 
384 f.). The sequence of the Gospels (Matthew, John, Luke, Mark) corre¬ 
sponds to A remarkable insertion, which also was known by Hieronymus, 
follows Mk. 16:14 (Freer Logion, see p. 71). H. A. Sanders, The NT Manu¬ 
scripts in the Freer Collection 1: The Washington Manuscript of the Freer 
Gospels, 1912. 

0 Koridethi (038), a manuscript of the Gospels, originally possessed by the 
monastery of Koridethi in the Caucasian Mountains, but now in Tiflis. This 
manuscript, presumably written in the ninth century on Mt. Sinai in late 
majuscule, exhibits in Mark affinities with the minuscule groups 1, etc. (Lake 
group), 13, etc. (Fcrrar group), and with the minuscules 28, 565, 700, and 
is thus a chief witness of the so-called “Caesarean” text (see below, pp. 
384 f.). G. Beermann and C. R. Gregory, Die Koridethi-Eva7igelien, 1913; 
B. Botte, DBS V, 1957, 192 ff. (bibl.). 

d) The Minuscules 

Of the minuscules as later textual witnesses (the earliest dated manuscript is 
from 835), only a few are of value in restoring the original text, namely, those 
which go back to a valuable, early “Vorlage.” Most of these manuscripts arc 
of significance only as witnesses for the history of the text of the NT during 
the Middle Ages. Here, however, in spite of the meritorious preliminary studies 
of Herm. v. Soden and numerous, especially American, works, we still know 
little for certain (see for the problems to be solved, K. and S. Lake, The Byzan¬ 
tine Text of the Gospels, Memorial Lagrange, 1940, 251 ff.). Two groups of 
minuscules are recognized as important witnesses to the so-called “Caesarean” 
text: a) The Fcrrar Group, identified by W. H. Ferrar, and headed by minuscule 
13 (Nestle: cp; K. and S. Lake, Family 13 [The Ferrar Group]. The Text Ac¬ 
cord htg to St. Mark, SaD 11, 1941). b) The Lake Group (Family 1), established 
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by K. Lake and headed by minuscule 1 (Nestle: A; K. Lake, Codex 1 of the 
Gospels aftd its Allies, TSt 7, 2, 1902). The **Queen of the minuscules,” 33 
(ninth century), is a witness to the '^Egyptian” text. Minuscule 1739, stemming 
from the tenth century, is in Romans a witness to Origen’s text, and in the re¬ 
maining Pauline epistles to a still earlier ‘‘Egyptian” text. 2053, a manuscript 
of the Apocalypse written in the thirteenth century, exhibits together with 
majuscules A and C the best text of the Apocalypse. Hence these and some other 
minuscule manuscripts cannot be neglected in the reconstruction of the original 
text of the NT. 


e) The Lectionarics 

The custom of scriptural readings in worship services led to the compilation 
of ecclesiastical readers or lectionaries, which present definite sections of the 
NT according to the order of the ecclesiastical year. Lectionarics with pericopes 
from the Gospels are called in the Greek Church Etia^igelioti (Latin, Evan- 
geliarhnn or Eva^igelistariUm), and lectionaries whose contents were taken from 
Acts, Catholic and Pauline epistles, Apostolos or Praxapostolos, The greatest part 
of the NT, even if scattered, is contained in the lectionaries. To date we know 
1,909 lectionaries. Since Gregory, they have been designated by the letter 1 with 
Arabic exponents (P, 1“, etc.). The earliest fragments from the ecclesiastical 
lectionaries probably go back to the fifth century. The lectionaries are still much 
less studied for purposes of textual criticism than the minuscules, yet a sys¬ 
tematic investigation of them has begun in the Studies in the Lectionary Text 
of the Greek NT (till now have appeared I 1933, II 1 1934, II 2 1936, II 3 1944, 
II 4 1958). These studies have demonstrated that the individual pericopes have 
their own textual history and in part show points of contact with early text- 
forms. It is still doubtful to what extent this special tradition of the text can 
contribute to the restoration of the original text. On the lectionaries, see H. 
Greeven, “Die Textgestalt der Evangelicnlektionare,” ThLZ 76, 1951, 513 ff., 
and H. Vogels, Handbuch (see p. 3 59), 69 ff. 


2. The Versions 

As Christianity penetrated the broad social classes in regions where the Greek 
world language did not prevail, there developed the necessity of translating the 
NT into the vernacular. Hence during the course of the spread of Christianity 
there arose first the Syriac, the Latin, and the Coptic translations. Among the 
translations of the NT, these have the greatest significance for the history of 
the text, because they go back to Greek “Vorlagen” which are older than the 
more extensive Greek manuscripts which have come down to us. The earliest 
extensive manuscripts of the NT which we have, and (see p. 363), 
stem from the beginning of the third century, and the earliest manuscript of 
almost the entire NT, Vaticanus (B), from the fourth century. The earliest 
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Syriac and Latin versions, however, originated already in the second century, 
and the Coptic translations reach back in part to the third century. Even the 
latest versions of the NT can be very valuable for textual criticism if they 
directly reproduce a Greek text which is only poorly, or not at all, preserved. 
But that is seldom the case. Mostly they arc either based upon the later Greek 
texts which we know or they are daughter versions of the Syriac, Latin, or 
Coptic versions. Hence we need to mention them here but briefly. Even the 
earlier versions are to be used only with caution as witnesses to the Greek text: 
No translation is equivalent to the original, even if it is entirely word for word. 
The refinements and peculiarities of the Greek language (imperfect, aorist, 
perfect, subjunctive, optative, middle, multiplicity of prepositions, etc.) cannot 
at all be exactly reproduced in a translation. Often a variant in a version is only 
a consequence of an interpretation of the difficult Greek text. Moreover, it so 
happens that even the textual history of the versions themselves is full of prob¬ 
lems. Nevertheless, the earliest versions lead us to a form of the NT text which 
reaches back in time toward the original form as closely as does hardly any other 
form, and they permit cautious inferences about the Greek text most used in 
their home. Cf. B. M. Metzger, "The Evidence of the Versions for the Text of 
the NT,” in NT Manuscript Studies (see p. 3 59), 25 ff.; idem, "A Survey of 
Recent Research on the Ancient Versions of NT” NTSt 2, 195 5-56, 1 ff.; A. 
Voobus, Early Versions of the NT, 1954 (thereto, W. Nagel, ThLZ 84, 1959, 
750 flf.). A. F. Klijn, "Welke waarde hebben de vertalingen voor de textkritiek 
van het NT?” Nederlands Theologisch Tijdscfmft 8, 1953-54, 165 ff. (warns 
against inferences on the basis of versions in respect to a Greek text not other¬ 
wise attested). Additional-literature: RGG^ I, 1200 f.; LThK II, 380 ff. 

a) The Syriac Versions 

Concerning the earliest translations into Syriac (i.c., in the language of the 
region of the church around Edessa in Mesopotamia), we know something 
through direct witnesses only in connection with the Gospels. Cf. thereto A. 
Voobus, Studies in the Gospel Text in Syriac, CSCO 128, 1951. 

1. The Diatessaron of Tatian (see p. 3 39), according to all probability, was the 
earliest Syriac text of the Gospels. To be sure, everything in this connection is 
sorely disputed. We know for certain that the Syrian, Tatian, who lived for a 
long time in Rome, was there excommunicated from the Great Church because 
of his extreme ascetic ("Encratitic”) views, and c. 172 returned to the Orient. 
In the second half of the second century he composed a combination of the 
Gospels in one account, which, according to Eusebius (EH IV, 29, 6) was 
called TO 8ta reo-adpuyv (= Vierklang = chord consisting of four notes?). This 
harmony of the Gospels as a whole has been lost, and can only be inferred from 
secondary and tertiary sources. A parchment fragment of the passion narrative in 
Greek from the beginning of the third century is presumably a piece of Tatian’s 
original text, but because of its smallness no adequate conclusions can be based 
upon it (C. H. Kraeling, A Greek Fragment of Tatianas Diatessaron from Dura, 
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SaD 3, 1935). The indirect tradition divides into an eastern and a western 
branch. The chief witnesses of the eastern branch are as follows; a) the Syrian 
Ephraem’s (f 373) commentary on the Diatessaron. Over half of this commen¬ 
tary is preserved in Syriac, but all of it is available only in an Armenian trans¬ 
lation. Sec L. Leloir, 'T’original syriaque du commentaire de S. fiphrem sur le 
Diatessaron,” Bb 40, 1959, 959 ff.; idcniy *Te Diatessaron de Tatien ct son 
commentaire par Ephrem,” RechB VI, 1962, 243 ff.; idein. Saint Ephrem, Com¬ 
mentaire de l^evafigile concordanty Version armhiienne (with Latin translation), 
CSCO 137-45, 1953-54; cf. also Tj. Baarda, Syriac Fragment of Mar Ephra- 
em*s Commentary on the Diatessaron,” NTSt 8, 1961-62, 287 ff.; b) an Arabic 
Diatessaron translated from the Syriac (last edition with French translation; 
A. S. Marmardji, Diatessaron de Tatietiy 193 5); c) a Middle Persian Diatessaron 
translated from the Syriac (G. Messina, **Diatessaron Persiano,” BeO 14, 1951; 
for criticism, see B. M. Metzger, JBL 71, 1952, 47 f.); and d) quotations in the 
Syriac writers and lectionaries. 

To the witnesses of the western branch belong the Codex Fnldensis of the 
Vulgate, which follows Tatian only in arrangement; a Middle Dutch harmony 
of the Gospels (The Liege Diatessaroiiy ed. D. Plooij, C. A. Phillips, A. FI. A. 
Bakker, 1-5, 1929-38, uncompleted); several Old High German, Upper German, 
and Low German, Middle English, and two Old Italian harmonies (details in A. 
Voobus, Early Versions [see above, p. 369], 6 ff.). 

All of the eastern witnesses go back to a lost Syriac "Vorlage,” the western 
witnesses to a lost Latin "Vorlage,” whose texts were already assimilated to the 
later usual Syriac or Latin text, so that a part of the witnesses, to some extent, 
reproduces only Tatian’s arrangement, a part only Tatian’s text. Consequently, 
the reconstruction of Tatian’s original is possible only tentatively by means of 
conjectures. It is even disputed whether Tatian wrote his work in Rome or 
Syria, whether the original language was Greek (lately Kraeling) or Syriac (so 
lately Vo6bus, Leloir), whether Tatian’s work was the source of the so-called 
‘'Western” text of the Gospels (Vogels, Flerm. v. Soden) or more probably only 
one of its earliest witnesses, whether Tatian used, in addition to the four canoni¬ 
cal Gospels, also the "Gospel of the Hebrews” (Baumstark, Peters), or the 
Childhood Gospel of James and a Hebraic Gospel (Messina), etc. But it is cer¬ 
tain that the Syriac text of the Diatessaron was the earliest Syriac text of the 
Gospels and was in use in the East Syrian Church until into the fifth century. 
Literature to the problem of Tatian in W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch, N.F. 11, 1939, 
84 ff.; C. Peters, Das Diatessaron TatianSy OCA 123, 1939 (Supplement, Bb 23, 
1942, 68 ff.); B. M. Metzger, "Tatian’s Diatessaron and a Persian Harmony of 
the Gospels,” JBL 69, 1950, 261 ff.; H. Vogels, "Der Einfluss Marcions und 
Tatians auf Text und Kanon des NT,” SStW, 278 ff.; A. Wikenhauser, Introdiic- 
tiofiy 110 ff.; A. Voobus (see above, p. 369), 1 ff.; J. Duplacy, Oil en est (see 
p. 3 59), 77 ff.; L. Leloir, "Le Diatessaron de Tatien,” UOrient Syrien 1, 1956, 
208 ff.; 313 ff.; identy Le Diatessaron de Tatien et son commentaire par Lphreniy 
in "La venue du Messie,” RechB VI, 1962, 243 ff.; A. J. B. Higgins, BhHw I, 
455 f. 
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2. The Old Syriac Versions. Perhaps even before the end of the second century 
the four individual Gospels were also translated into Syriac. Tlie Syriac designa¬ 
tion distinguishes these ‘‘separated Gospels’* {Evangelhn Da-Mepharresbe) 
from the Diatessaron as the “mixed Gospel.” The Old Syriac “separated Gos¬ 
pels,” the so-called veins Syra, is preserved today in a double manuscript tradi¬ 
tion, the Syrns Curetomanus (syr^^^^ or sy^), and the Syr//s Sinaiticns (syr^'^ or 
sy®). Syr^“** was found in 1842 in a monastery in the Nitrian desert of Egypt, 
is now in the British Museum, and was published in 18 58 by W. Cureton. The 
incompletely preserved manuscript stems from the fifth century. Syr®*" was 
discovered in 1892 by the sisters Agnes Smith Lewis and Margaret Dunlop Gib¬ 
son in the Monastery of St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai, where it is still housed. It 
is a palimpsest manuscript from the fifth or fourth century. Publications of both 
texts: F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion Da-Mepharreshe I (Text and English Transla¬ 
tion), II (Studies), 1904; A. S. Lewis, The Old Syriac Gospels or Eva 7 igelion 
Da-Mepharreshe, 1910. A facsimile reproduction of syr®*" was published by 
A. Hjelt, 1930. German translation of syr®‘": A. Merx, Die vier kanonischen 
Evv, nach ihrevi iiltesten bekannien Text I, 1897 (Bd. II-IV, 1902-11, offers 
a learned, but very one-sided, commentary). Of the two forms of the text, 
which probably go back to a common foundation, the form of syr®*" seems as a 
whole to be earlier (otherwise Lagrange, Vogels). The frequent parallels be¬ 
tween the Old Syrian and the so-called “Western” text of the Gospels (Old 
Latin versions, D, etc.; see pp. 384 f.) are significant. The question of the rela¬ 
tions between the Diatessaron and veins Syra is, in spite of rare contradictions, 
probably to be answered by saying that the text of the “separated” Gospels, 
which originated around 200 or later, arose under the influence of the text of the 
Diatessaron, and was used in the church until the fifth century. Repressed from 
the sixth century on. Old Syriac readings can be found until into the twelfth 
century (Voobus; an edition of all the Old Syriac materials for the Gospels has 
been completed by Voobus; cf. Vo5bus, “Completion of the Vetus Syra Project,” 
BR 7, 1962, 49 ff.). 

Also for Acts and the Pauline epistles the existence of an Old Syriac version 
can be demonstrated from quotations in Syrian writers and from the Armenian 
translation of Ephraem of Syria’s commentary. Cf. on Acts, J. H. Ropes (see 
p. 107), 380 ff.; on Paul, J. Molitor, Der Panins text des hi, Ep/jraeni, MBE 4, 
1938. 

3. The Peshitta (syr^*^®**^ or syP). Since the works of F. C. Burkitt (espe¬ 
cially Evangelimi Da-Mepharreshe II, 1904, 100 ff.) it was regarded as proved 
that this translation of the NT, which was transmitted in such a strikingly 
uniform manner in the later Syriac manuscripts of the NT, was the work of 
Bishop Rabbula of Edessa (f 436), and that this Bible of the church very quickly 
displaced the Diatessaron and the Old Syriac versions from public use. This sup¬ 
position, however, has been violently shaken by the investigations of Voobus 
and Black, though no clear explanation of the new materials brought forward 
by Voobus has yet been found. It is established that the revision of the Old 
Syriac version, which since the tenth century has been called the Peshitta 
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(= general [translation]), and from which the four smaller Catholic epistles and 
Revelation are missing (see p. 3 53), enjoyed increasing recognition from the 
end of the fifth century and has remained the ecclesiastical Bible of both the 
Jacobite and Nestorian branches of the Syrian Church. On the other hand, it 
is disputed whether the Peshitta already existed before Rabbula, arising in 
Antioch as the work of several revisions made to conform to the Greek text 
but did not succeed for centuries in Syria proper, especially among the monks 
(Voobus), or whether Rabbula indeed was not the author of the revision but 
probably participated in its inception at the beginning of the fifth century ("Pre- 
Peshitta”), whereas the majority of the ecclesiastical manuscripts reproduce a 
later form of development of this revision (Black). Also the Greek **Vorlage” 
of the earliest form of the Peshitta is still unexplained. Literature: A. Voobus, 
Studies (see p. 369), 46 ff.; idem, '*Das Alter der Peschitta,” OC 38, 1954, 1 ff.; 
M. Black, **The NT Peshitta and its Predecessors,” SNTSB 1950, 51 ff.; idem, 
"Rabbula of Edessa and the Peshitta,” BJRL 33, 1950-51, 203 ff.; idem, "Zur 
Geschichte des syr. Evangelientextes,” TliLZ 77, 1952, 705 ff.; idem, "The 
Text of the Peshitta Tetraevangelium,” Studia Vaulina in honorem /. de Xwaan, 
1953, 20 ff.—Critical edition of the Gospels: G. H. Gwilliam, Tetraevangelium 
Sanctum juxta simplicem Syroriim versionem, 1901. Edition of the text of the 
entire NT: The NT in Syriac (British and Foreign Bible Society), 1905-20. 

4. The Pbiloxeniana and the Har/ilensis, In Monophysite circles in the year 
508 a revision of the Peshitta or a new translation of the still missing writings 
of the NT was made, the Pbiloxeniana (sy^^), so called after Philoxenus, Bishop 
of Mabbug (Hierapolis) on the Euphrates, who had it prepared by Poly carp, 
one of his chorepiscopi, who used a Greek text of the Koine type (V56bus). 
A century later, in 616, the Pbiloxeniana underwent a new revision in Egypt by 
Thomas of Harkel (Heraclea). He strove for closer agreement between the 
Syriac wording and the Greek Koine text, but in addition he also used good 
manuscripts of the so-called "Western” text (see p. 384). Thus in the marginalia 
of his translation, the Plarklensis (sy^), we find interesting material for textual 
criticism, especially to Acts. The Peshitta, however, was not forced out of 
ecclesiastical usage by the scholarly work of the later translations, even among 
the Monophysites. 

What J. White published as Pbiloxeniana (Sacrorum evangeliorum and 
Actuum apostolorum et epistolarum tarn catholic arum quam paulinarum versio 
Syriaca Pbiloxeniana, 1778-1803) is correctly regarded today as the Harklensis, 
Of the Pbiloxeniana we know with certainty only the four Catholic epistles and 
the Apocalypse, which are wanting in the Peshitta. They are published in The NT 
in Syriac (see above under 3) after the editions of J. Gwynn, The Apocalypse of 
St. John, 1897, and Kemnants of the later syriac versions of the Bible, 1909. 
See also G. Zuntz, The Ancestry of the Plarklean NT (British Academy, Supple¬ 
mental Papers 7), 1945 (also, idem, "Etudes Harkleennes,” RB 57, 1950, 
5 50 ff.); A. Voobus, "New Dates for the Solution of the Problem Concerning 
the Philoxenian Version,” Spiritus et veritas, Festschr. K. Kundsin, 1953, 169 ff. 

5. The Palestinian Syriac (western Aramaic) version (sy^^^) of the NT arose 
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in the fifth or sixth century and is only fragmentarily preserved. It can be 
classified in respect to its text critical character with just as little certainty as its 
origin can be explained. At any rate, it plays no important role in textual 
criticism. Catalog of the fragments of text in F. Schulthess, Grammatik des 
dyristUch-paldstinhchen Aramaischy 1924, 100-102; supplements in B. M. 
Metzger, NT Manuscript Studies (see p. 3 59), 185, and NTSt 2, 1955-56, 9. 

b) The Latin Versions 

1. The Old Latin Versions. Since the seventeenth century (R. Simon), the 
fact was again recognized that there were Old Latin versions of the NT before 
the Vulgate, which was circulating from the end of the fourth century on, 
and which only gradually replaced the Old Latin translations. The origin and 
history of these Old Latin versions are, however, still inadequately clarified, 
because there is no extant unmixed text, and also because we do not yet have 
before us the material from the manuscripts and the church fathers in its 
entirety in a trustworthy form. But the beginning in this direction has now 
been made. In 1749 (new edition 1751) the Maurist, P. Sabatier, in the third 
volume of his work, Ancient Latin Versions of the Sacred Books or the Old 
Italian Version [Bihliorum sacrO'rum Latinae versioiies antiquae sen vetus 
Italica], collected all of the manuscripts and quotations from the church fathers 
known at that time. At the end of the nineteenth century, publication of the 
approximately seventy Old Latin manuscripts and fragments was begun (from 
the fourth to the thirteenth centuries; the most important editions in H. Vogels, 
Handhuch [see p. 3 59], 84 ff.). A. Jiilicher then prepared a complete edition of 
the Gospel manuscripts, which, after his death, was newly edited by W. Matzkow 
under the direction of the commission on church fathers of the Berlin Academy 
of Sciences. It offers the dependable text of all manuscripts, divided into a 
European and an African text-form, whereby the reconstruction of the European 
text remains problematic (A. Jiilicher-W. Matzkow, Itala: Matthewy 1938; 
Mark, 1940; Luke, 1954). On the basis of a collection of the complete tradition 
in manuscripts and church fathers, begun by J. Dcnk, the arch-abbey of 
Beuron (Wiirttemberg), under the leadership of B. Fischer, has begun an edi¬ 
tion of the Vetus Lathia, of whose NT part James, I II Peter, and Eph. 1:1-21 
have appeared {Vetus Latina. Die Reste der altlatehiischen Bibel. Bd. 1: Verzeich- 
nis der Sigel, 1949; Bd. 24,1: Ad Ephesios, Bhilippenses, Colossenses, 1. Lieferung, 
1962; Bd. 26: Epistolae Catholicae, Apocalypsis, 1.-3. Lieferung, 1956-60). The 
text is printed in two, three, or four different text forms. Under the text are 
found the readings of all the manuscripts and the complete quotations of all the 
church fathers. Although the Old Latin manuscripts arc usually designated by 
small Latin letters, the Bcuronian edition unfortunately uses a new notation. 

Our judgment concerning the age of the Latin translation of the NT depends 
upon the still disputed question of whether Tertullian already at the end of 
the second century knew the Catholic, Latin text of the Bible, or (less probably) 
himself translated out of the Greek. It is certain that in the middle of the third 
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century Latin texts of the NT were in use in Africa and Italy and reciprocally 
influenced each other. Moreover, no agreement has yet been reached as to whether 
one original translation (which then must have originated in Africa) became 
differentiated through revision according to the Greek texts, or whether from 
the beginning several translations arose side by side. It is also disputed whether 
the first Latin translation of the Gospels was a Diatessaron (Vogels, Voobus), 
and whether Tertullian already had a Latin version of the Marcionite NT 
(Harnack, Zimmermann). Presumably the history of the separate parts of the 
NT has proceeded variously. It is certain, however, that we can identify at 
least three different forms of text (an African, a ‘‘European,” and a Spanish), 
and that the African text-form, which is doubtless the oldest, has the strongest 
affinities with the witnesses to the so-called “Western” text. For the clarification 
of this text, which is so important for the text of the second century, the 
knowledge of the Old Latin version is, therefore, of great importance. The 
designation of the Old Latin text as “Itala” is erroneous, since Augustine doubt¬ 
less meant only one European form of the Old Latin version (De doctrina 
chrhtiana II, 15, 2: “But among those translations the Itala is to be preferred 
to others” [In ipsis autem interpretationibus Itala caeteris praeferatur]; see 
J. Schildenberger, “Die Itala des hi. Augustinus,” Colligere Fragmenta, Festschr. 
A. Dold zum 70. Geburtstag, 1952, 84 ff.). On the Latin Bible in general, see: 
F. Stummer, Einfiihntiig in die lateinische Bihel, 1928, and the bibliography in 
T. A. Marazuela, La Veins Latina Flispana I Frolegomenos, 1953, 65-139, 530- 
546. On the Veins Lalina: K. Th. Schafer, Die alllaleinische Bibel, 1957, and the 
bibliographical reports by W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch N.F. 10, 1938, 306 ff., and 
J. Klijn, A Survey of the Researches into the Western Text of the Gospels and 
Acts, 1949, 152 ff., and NovT 3, 1959, 22 ff.; also, H. Zimmermann, Unter- 
snehnngen znr Geschichte der altlateinische?i Uberliefernng des zweiten Korin- 
therbriefes, BBB 16, 1960. 

2. The Vulgate. Because the text of the veins Latina was in hopeless con¬ 
fusion, Pope Damasus (366-84) gave Flieronymus the task of creating a uni¬ 
form translation of the Bible. In connection with the NT, which he undertook 
first, Hieronymus used a method different from that which he used later in 
the OT, which he translated almost entirely anew into Latin from the Hebrew. 
As he explained in his “Epistula ad Damasum,” the preface with which he 
published his translation of the Gospels in 384 (see in Nestle’s edition of the 
Vulgate, XIV-XVI), he used a Latin text as the basis for his revision, correcting 
it according to earlier Greek manuscripts. His purpose was to change only those 
places “which seemed to distort the sense” [quae sensum videbantur mutare], 
but leave all else as he found it. Thus for the Gospels the Vulgate is a revision 
according to the Greek text, containing many Old Latin readings (changed in 
about 3,500 places!). For the remainder of the NT we are not certain to what 
extent we have an actual revision by Hieronymus. It is also disputed as to 
which Latin texts and which Greek text-forms were the basis of the revision; 
with respect to the Gospels, Vogels has reconstructed the probable Latin “Vor- 
lage.” For the restoration of the original Greek text of the NT, we can 
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new revision of the Vulgate (Biblia Sacra ]uxta Latlncim 'Vulgatam versionem 
. .. edita) , the OT up to the Song of Solomon has appeared thus far (11 volumes, 
1926-57). 

We mention the following literature on the Vulgate: S. Berger, Histoire de 
la Ytdgate pendaitl les premiers siecles du moyen age, 1893; B. Fischer, Die 
Alknin-Bibel, 1957; H. J. Vogels, Yulgatastudien, Die Evv, der Yulgata unter- 
sucht auf ibre lat. wid griech. Yorlage, NTA 14, 2-3, 1928; C. H. Turner, The 
Oldest Manuscript of the Yulgate Gospels, 1931 {Codex Sangallensis); B. 
Fischer, *'Der Vulgata-Text des NT,” ZNW 46, 195 5, 178 ff. (criticism of the 
edition of Wordsworth-White-Sparks). Additional in NT Manuscript Studies 
(see p. 359), 5 5 ff. 


c) The Coptic Versions 

Presumably the NT has repeatedly been translated into the various dialects 
of the Egyptian vernacular, collectively called ‘‘Coptic” (this designation is 
derived from AtyuTTTto? via the Arabic). Since we have only insufficient frag¬ 
ments of the Achmimic and Fayyumic translations (cf. A. Voobus, Early Yer- 
sions [see p. 369], 273 ff.), we can speak with a degree of certainty only about 
the two chief versions. 

1. Tlie Sahidic (South or Upper Egypt) version (sa or sah) presumably 
arose gradually in the third century, and preserves in fragments almost the entire 
NT. The earliest manuscript stems from the fourth century. The text agrees 
in the main with B yet there are also “Western” readings, especially in the 
Gospels and Acts. Edition of the texts as known up to 1924: G. Horner, The 
Coptic Yersiofi of the NT in the Sotitbern Dialect, otherwise called Sahidic or 
Thebaic I-VII, 1911-24 (text with translation). Also, H. Tliompson, The Gos¬ 
pel of St, Jo/m According to t/oe Earliest Coptic Manuscript, 1924; idem, T/je 
Coptic Yersion of the Acts of tfje Apostles and t/je Pauline Epistles in t/oe 
SaJoidic Dialect, 1932. 

2. The age of the Bohairic (bo or boh) (North or Lower Egypt) version 
is disputed, but since we now know two manuscripts from the fourth-fifth 
centuries, an origin before the end of the fourth century is certain. The Bohairic 
version also is parallel in particular with the texts of B ^s; the “Western” readings 
are less frequent than in the Sahidic version. Edition of the entire NT on the 
basis of the texts known till 1905: G. Horner, T/je Coptic Yersion of t/je NT 
in t/oe Nort/oern Dialect, otheriuise called Memp/oitic and Bo/oairic I-IV, 1898- 
1905. Also, P. E. Kahle, “A Biblical Fragment of the IV^^-V^^ Century in Semi- 
Bohairic,” Le Museon 63, 1950, 147 ff. (fragment of Philippians); Papyrus 
Bodmer III: Evangile de Jean et Genese 1-lY, 2 en bo/jairique, edite et traduit 
par R. Kasser (CSCO 177 und 178), 1958 (John from the fourth-fifth cen¬ 
tury, probably of Gnostic origin; cf. 6. Massaux, NTSt 5, 1958-59, 210 ff.). 

Both versions appear to have been translated directly from the Greek, but 
obviously have mutually influenced each other (J. L. Koole established that for 
Paul and Acts in his Studien zum koptisc/jen Bibeltext, Beih. ZNW 17, 1936, 
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and idem, Bulletin of the Bezan Club 12, 1937, 65 ff.). Both versions arc thus 
important witnesses to the ‘‘Egyptian” text. 


d) Other Versions 

As practically all of the remaining versions of the NT from antiquity were 
not translated directly from the Greek, they are not direct witnesses to the 
Greek text of the NT. Tlie Gothic version of the fourth century is the only 
exception. Yet it is of slight value for textual criticism, because the Greek 
“Vorlage” basically must have belonged already to the “Koine” type (the 
numerous “Western” readings probably go back to later Latin influence). Of 
the secondary translations into Arabic, Armenian, Ethiopic, Georgian, and 
Sogdian, the Armenian and Georgian versions have proved important for tex¬ 
tual criticism. For the Old Armenian version, which can be inferred only from 
quotations, goes back to the Old Syriac text which is close to Tatian, and the 
Old Georgian text, preserved in manuscript form, goes back to this Old 
Armenian. Yet here little agreement has been reached about details. For ex¬ 
ample, was the earliest Armenian translation of the Gospels a Diatessaron 
(Lyonnet) or the tetraevangelium (Voobus) ? For the restoration of the earliest 
Syriac text and its Greek “Vorlage,” the Old Georgian and the Old Armenian 
versions are, in any case, important. Cf. to all of these versions A. Voobus, 
Early Versions (see p. 369), 133 ff.; and in particular S. Lyonnet, “Les origines 
de la version armenienne et le Diatessaron,” BcO 13, 1950; J. Molitor, “Die 
Bedeutung der altgeorgischen Bibel fiir die ntl. Textkritik,” BZ, N.F. 4, 1960, 
39 ff. 


3. The Quotations in Early Christian Writers 

There are three reasons why the quotations of portions of the NT text by 
the Christian writers of the first centuries are significant for textual criticism: 
1. Tliese quotations reproduce, in part, a NT text from a time from which we 
still have no, or only isolated, direct manuscript tradition. 2. Since the quota¬ 
tions by the fathers can almost all be localized geographically, we can fix the 
locale of manuscripts by comparing them with the quotations, and likewise 
determine local text groups. 3. The text-critical discussions of the fathers give 
an insight into the trends which at that time were influencing the formation 
of the text. Tlie use of these quotations is, however, fraught with difficulties. 
In the first place, the quotations in the manuscripts of the works of the fathers 
were especially subject to modification in the course of copying, so that we 
should work only with critical editions of the fathers. In the second place, the 
fathers by no means always quoted verbatim and thus by no means always the 
same text. 

According to some scholars, Marcion and Tatian strongly influenced the 
earliest text of the Gospels and Pauline epistles (Herm. v. Soden; H. Vogels, 
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**Der Einfluss Marcions und Tatians auf Text und Kanon des NT,” SStW, 
1957, 278 ff.), whereas according to the more probable supposition both fathers 
are only witnesses to the ‘‘Western” text which was circulating in the second 
century, and only scattered changes by Marcion have infiltrated the orthodox 
text (C. S. C. Williams, Alteratlom [see p. 3 59], 10 ff.; E. C. Blackman, Marcion 
and His Influence, 1948, 43 ff., 128 ff.). Doubtless Justin and Irenaeus are 
witnesses to the early “Western” text (cf. E. Massaux, “Le texte du Sermon sur 
la Montagne utilise par S. Justin,” EphThL 28, 1952, 411 ff.; K. Th. Schafer, 
“Die Zitate in der lateinischen Irenausiibersetzung und ihr Wert fiir die Text- 
geschichte des NT,” Fesfschr. fiir M. Meinertz, NTA, 1. Erg. Bd., 1951, 50 ff.), 
likewise Tertullian and Cyprian. Clement of Alexandria also shows affinities 
with this text and with that of the earliest papyri. Origen, first in Alexandria, 
and then in Caesarea, used alternately the “Egyptian” and the so-called 
“Caesarean” text (see K. W. Kim, “Origon’s Text of John . . . JThSt, N.S. 
1, 1950, 74 ff.). 

The investigation of the quotations by the fathers is thus an important help 
in grouping the NT textual witnesses (see $40). M.-E. Boismard, however, has 
sought to show that from the text of the fathers before the time of the great 
manuscripts of the fourth century a text-form (in many cases shorter), which 
has been lost in the Greek manuscripts, can be reconstructed, so that the primi¬ 
tive text has yet to be restored from the quotations of the fathers (“A propos 
de Jean,” 5, 39,” RB 5 5, 1948, 5 ff.; ide7n, “Critique textuelle et citations 
patristiques,” RB 57, 1950, 388 ff.; idem, “Lectio brevior, potior,” RB 58, 
1951, 161 ff.; idem, “Problcmes de critique textuelle concernant la quatrieme 
evangile,” RB 60, 1953, 347 ff.). Although Boismard’s investigations, which 
arc extremely rich in materials, have not proved that the text reconstructed 
from many quotations ever existed in this form and is the original text at all, 
they do show that we must not only use the text of the fathers considerably 
more, but also that we cannot simply incorporate it into the text groups recog¬ 
nizable in the fourth and fifth centuries (cf. M. J. Suggs, “The Use of Patristic 
Evidence in the Search for a Primitive NT Text,” NTSt 4, 1957-58, 139 fi.). 
But the question is completely open whether the NT text was ever so freely 
handled in the manuscripts as in the quotations of the fathers (see thereto 
A. F. J. Klijn,NovT 3, 1959, 165). 

These series, which arc all incomplete, offer critical editions of the patristic 
literature: Die griechischen christlicben Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jaljrhun- 
derte, hrsg. von der Berliner Akademie, 1897 ff. (now extended to the fourth- 
sixth centuries); Corpus ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, hrsg. von der Wiener 
Akademie, 1866 ff.; Corpus scriptorum ebristianorum orientalmm, 1903 ff.; 
Patrologia orientalis, 1903 ff. Corpus Christianorum, of which the Series Latina 
has first begun to appear, contains reprints of critical editions. 

The publication of the NT text of the individual fathers is desirable. ITere 
we mention especially: Tbe NT in tbe Apostolic Fathers, 1905; A. Harnack, 
Marcion, -1924; W. Sanday-C. H. Turner-A. Souter, NT S. Irenaei, 1923; H. 
Roensch, Das NT Tertullians, 1871; Hans v. Soden, Das lateinische NT in 
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Afrika znr Zeit CyprhinSy TU 3 3, 1910; H. Vogels, Das Corpiis Vaulinum des 
AmbrosiastcYy BBB 13, 1957; P. M. Barnard, The Biblical Text of Clemefit of 
Alexandria, TSt V, 5, 1899; O. Bauernfeind, Der Romer brief text des Origenes, 
TU 44, 3, 1923. 

In addition to the writings of the fathers which have been preserved as a 
whole, we must also consider the fragments which are contained in catenae, i.e., 
the chainlike collections of the fathers’ quotations written in the margins of the 
biblical manuscripts. Texts: K. Staab, Tauluskoinvientare aus der grieeb, Kircbe, 
NTA 15, 1933; J. Reuss, Mattbanskommentare aus der grieeb, Kircbe, TU 61, 
1957. Literature: RGG^ I, 1957, 1628. 

539. The Printed Text 

During the fifteenth century, the century when printing was invented, no 
editions of the Greek NT were printed. The printed Greek NT did not appear 
until the beginning of the sixteenth century, in a double Edith princeps: 

1. The Complutensian Polyglot (Coviphttensis), so named after its place of 
publication, Complutum = Alcala in Spain (Latin, Greek; OT also in Hebrew). 
It was prepared after 1502 by qualified Spanish scholars at the instigation of 
Cardinal Ximenes (f 1517). Which manuscripts lie behind the Greek text of 
the NT is still unclear. The NT was printed in 1514, but the printing of the 
other parts was not completed until 1517. Pope Leo X did not give his sanction 
to publication until 1520. The work appears not to have come to Germany 
before 1522. Luther did not use it in connection with his NT Dentsch of Sep¬ 
tember 1522. 

2. The edition of Erasmus. As the Basel publisher, Froben, wanted to get ahead 
of Ximines’ work, of which he knew, he importuned Erasmus in 1515 to under¬ 
take an edition of the NT. Erasmus accepted, and already in March, 1516, 
he delivered to the public the first NT in the Greek language, with his own 
Latin translation. The over-hasty publication, which Erasmus himself later had 
to confess was ‘‘precipitated rather than edited” [praecipitatum verius quam 
editum], reproduced in the main the slightly corrected text of two minuscule 
manuscripts of Basle; four additional manuscripts were used only occasionally. 
For the Apocalypse Erasmus had one manuscript, which broke off at 22:16. He 
translated the missing verses imperfectly from the Vulgate back into Greek. 
Erasmus did improve the additional four editions, but the foundations of the 
text remained the same. Luther’s translation of the NT was based upon a 
reprint of Erasmus’ second edition of 1519 (cf. K. W. Clark, “Observations on 
the Erasmian Notes in Codex 2,” StEv, 1959, 749 ff.). 

The later editions of the NT from the sixteenth century are connected with 
Erasmus’ text, into which a number of corrections were introduced, following 
the CoJtiphctensis or collated manuscripts. All four editions of the Parisian pub¬ 
lisher, Robert Stephanus (Estienne) are famous, but especially the third edition 
of 15 50, the editio Regia, which was the first Greek testament to offer a critical 
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apparatus (printed by Stephanus on the inner margins; its siglum 9 = Stephanus* 
text). The fourth edition of 15 51 introduced the division of the text into 
verses, which is still used today. The nine editions of the Greek NT which 
Theodor Beza published in Geneva from 1565 to 1604 and which achieved 
normative significance in the domain of Calvinism, did not differ much from 
the text of Stephanus, though Beza used manuscript materials, but not among 
them, strangely enough, the two majuscules D, which he himself possessed. 

In the editions of the seventeenth century the text achieved by the work of 
the sixteenth century finally became established. The merit of the famed editions 
of the Elzevier family press in Leiden, and later in Amsterdam (seven editions, 
1624-78), lies basically in their exemplary printing and in their beautiful embel¬ 
lishments. The text is hardly distinguishable from Beza’s text of 1565. In the 
preface to the second edition of 1633 is this sentence: ‘'Therefore you have the 
text now received by all, in which we give nothing changed or corrupted” 
[textum ergo habes nunc ab omnibus receptum, in quo nihil immutatum aut 
corruptum damus]. Hence the text from Stephanus to Elzevier, which prevailed 
for over two centuries and which the old Protestant orthodoxy regarded as in¬ 
spired, was called textus recepfiis. 

The editions of the eighteenth century did not question the textus receptus, 
but they subjoined critical apparatuses and principles of scientific textual criti¬ 
cism according to the advancing investigation of manuscripts, versions, and 
quotations by the fathers, and the growing insight into the history of the NT 
text. In 1707 J. Mill for the first time published the readings of all the accessible 
manuscripts and versions under the textus receptus. In 1734 J. A. Bengel cited 
under the hardly altered textus receptus the readings which deserve preference 
over this text. J. J. Wettstein (1751-52), who introduced the sigla which are 
still today customary for the majuscules and minuscules (see p. 361), indicated 
in the text the places which should be changed. J. J. Griesbach (1774-75), upon 
the basis of methodical principles, very cautiously altered the text itself. 

Not until the nineteenth century, however, was the predominance of the 
textus receptus broken. K. Lachmann (1831) consistently applied the tested 
principles of classical, philological textual criticism to the NT. As a guideline 
for reconstructing the NT text, he advanced the principle that scholarship is 
not to proceed from the textus receptus but from the early ecclesiastical text 
read around 380, which could be restored from the earliest Greek manuscripts, 
the Latin versions, and the quotations of the church fathers. Thus Lachmann 
offered for the first time a critical text of the NT, based upon the best witnesses. 

C. V. Tischendorf discovered an abundance of NT manuscripts and collated 
and published them for the first time, thereby increasing substantially the 
materials available to textual critics. The first edition of his NT graece appeared 
in 1841. The eighth edition, however, contains the fullest collection of materials: 
Eclitio octava critica major I 1869, II 1872 (III: Erolegomena 1894 by C. R. 
Gregory). The significance of this work does not lie in its text, which is not 
formed according to fixed principles, and which gives too much preference to 
discovered by Tischendorf himself. Rather, the incomparably rich critical ap- 
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paratus makes the work an indispensable resource for every text-critical study. 

A contemporary of Tischendorf, the English scholar S. P. Tregellcs labored 
for decades upon the text of the NT, and published the mature results of his 
studies in one edition: The Greek NT, ed, from Ancient Authorities with their 
Various Readings in Full and the Latin Version of Jerome I-VI, 18 57-72. This 
edition is superior to Tischendorf’s in respect to the method used in restoring 
the text, but because its apparatus is scantier and does not use ^5, and sometimes 
not B, it did not successfully compete against Tischendorf’s editions. 

The first Greek NT whose text was shaped according to strict, methodical 
principles was offered by the edition of the Cambridge professors, B. F. West- 
cott and F. J. A. Hort, The NT in the Original Greek I (text with marginal 
readings and special apparatus to individual passages) (1881) 21898, II (prin¬ 
ciples of textual criticism) (1882) 2i896. B, as the representative of the “neutral 
text” is valued the most highly and is authoritative for the restoration of the 
text (see pp. 382 f.). The edition by B. Weiss, Das NT, Textkritische Unter- 
suclmngen und Textherstellung, (1894-1900) 21902 - 5 , along with thorough 
comparison of other early majuscules, also gives preference to B. 

The last monumental critical edition of the NT stems from Herm. v. Soden, 
Die Sdmften des NT in ihrer altesten erreichbaren Textgestalt hergestellt auf 
Grund ihrer Textgeschichte I (Untersuchungen) 1902-10, II (text with ap¬ 
paratus) 1913. His Griechisches NT Handausgabe (1913) also reproduces the 
text with a brief apparatus. In his large and important work von Soden went 
new ways, in that he especially used later manuscripts, in which he saw wit¬ 
nesses to early recensions. The kernel of his theory is formed by his supposition 
of three recensions, to which all the manuscript materials can be traced back: 
Lucian (Koine or Byzantine) text, Hesychian (Egyptian) text, and Pamphilian 
(Jerusalem [I]) text, plus his contention that the degeneration of the text of 
the Gospels is to be ascribed to Tatian’s influence. Von Soden’s results are 
much disputed, especially since his collations and apparatus are not uncondi¬ 
tionally trustworthy. Von Soden’s chief accomplishment was the disclosure of 
new materials, especially a very great number of later Greek manuscripts (for 
V. Soden’s designation of manuscripts cf. pp. 361 f.). 

C. R. Gregory (Textkritik des NT I-III, 1900-1909; idem. Die griechischen 
Handschriften des NT, 1908) took up carefully the contents of all manuscripts 
attainable till 1908 and laid the foundation for the list of NT manuscripts 
which is still valid today (concerning the continuation of the list cf. pp. 3 59 f.). 

What Tischendorf created for his time in his Editio octava, an edition whose 
critical apparatus brings into view the entire textual tradition, the new, large 
Oxford edition of the Greek NT (NT Graece secundum textum V7estcotto- 
Hortianum) intended to present from the standpoint of today’s advancing 
knowledge of the tradition. But since the edition of Matthew and Mark by 
S. C. E. Lcgg has proved inadequate (see p. 21), a larger group of scholars is 
preparing on an international basis the publication of a multivolume New 
Critical Apparatus of the Greek NT, whose first volume is supposed to contain 
Luke (headquarters of the undertaking: Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia). 
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In addition, the publication of a new critical text with selected apparatus is 
being sponsored by the Bible Societies of America, Scotland, and Wiirttemberg, 
and is now in preparation. 

The NT Greece . . . curavit Eb. Nestle, 1898, offers no new text, but a 
cross-section text on the basis of a majority decision in respect to the editions 
of Tischendorf, Westcott-Hort, and B. Weiss. The apparatus, which since the 
thirteenth edition (1927) has been adapted by Erw. Nestle to the manuscripts, 
is always kept up-to-date by the incorporation of new discoveries, especially 
of the papyri (2^1960, edited by Erw. Nestle and K. Aland). Yet the numerous 
new discoveries and the new methodological insights since 1898 even here demand 
a new revision, which K. Aland is preparing. 

Cf. to these projected editions, K. Aland, **The Present Position of NT Tex¬ 
tual Critcism,” StEv, 1959, 717 ff.; idem, *The New Nestle Greek NT,” NTSt 
6 , 1959-60, 179 ff. 

540. The Present State of New Testament Textual Criticism 

Lachmann, who overthrew the texttis recepfiis (see p. 380), did not succumb 
to the illusion that he could discover the original text of the NT. Rather, he 
was satisfied, by means of reconstructing the text of the fourth century, to 
discover again the '‘earliest among the texts which can be proved to have 
circulated.” The question which since then has most strongly affected textual 
criticism is whether, and to what extent, a closer approximation to the form 
of the original text is attainable by the means of historical knowledge. 

The theses of Westcott and Hort (see p. 381) constitute the starting point 
for the modern discussion of the question. According to them, all of the ma¬ 
terials connected with the earliest history of the Greek text of the NT fall into 
three chief groups and one secondary group, of which each has its own text- 
type. These text-types are: 

1 . The "Syrian” text. This text is presented by most of the majuscules and 
almost all minuscules, by the versions which arose after 300, and by the great 
bulk of the church fathers from the end of the fourth century on. The Syrian 
text is the basis of the textns receptiis. It goes back to a recension of the 
presbyter Lucian of Antioch (f 311). From Antioch it spread to Constantinople 
and throughout the entire East. As a mixed text which arose from other texts, 
it was regarded as inferior by Westcott-Hort. 

2 . The "Western” text. It is recognizable in D, several minuscules, the Old 
Latin and the Old Syriac versions, and the quotations of the earliest fathers of 
the West (Justin, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian, etc.). Its home, like that of 
the Syrian text, is Syria. Westcott-Hort, following the precedent of Scmlcr 
and Griesbach, called it the "Western” text because its features were first 
recognized in the textual tradition of the West. It is characterized by a pro¬ 
pensity for paraphrase, elucidation, embellishment, and harmonization in the 
text of the Gospels, etc. Hence Wcstcott-ITort also regarded it, in spite of its 
age (second century), as degenerate. 
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3. The “Neutral” text. It is represented primarily by B, and somewhat less 
purely by To this type also belong Origen and the Bohairic version, as well 
as some additional secondary witnesses: the majuscules A C L T X H, several 
minuscules (especially 33), and Alexandrian fathers such as Clement and 
Dionysius. B and X go back, and independently of each other, to a superior text 
which stands close to the autographs. B offers this text quite purely, whereas 
occasionally mixes with it readings of other origin. It is called “Neutral” be¬ 
cause it has remained unchanged, and untouched by degeneration. Hence West- 
cott-Hort saw in it the earliest and most valuable type. 

3 a. The Alexandrian text is attested by manuscripts like ACL, and in part 
by Origen and the Bohairic version. It is really only a modification of the 

Neutral text, from which it is separated by small stylistic and factual diver¬ 
gences, thus indicating that in Alexandria the Neutral text underwent a slight 
recension. 

According to their evaluation of these text-types, Westcott and Hort con¬ 
structed their critical text upon the Neutral text, primarily upon B. The Syrian 
and Alexandrian texts were not considered, nor, on the whole, was the Western 
text. Only in the few places where the Western text, contrary to its usual prefer¬ 
ence for fullness, preserves a shorter reading than that of the Neutral text, was 
it regarded as retaining the original form of the text (so-called “Western Non- 
Interpolations”; see the list in A. Souter, The Text 2 [see p. 359], 127). 

In one respect, Westcott-Hort’s interpretation of the history of the text has 
been generally accepted: The insight into the inferiority of the Syrian text- 
type (most preferably called “Antiochian,” “Lucian,” “Byzantine,” or “Reichs- 
text,” or, because of its general circulation, “Koine” text [^]). This text-form, 
from which the textus receptiis of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries 
issued, is the artistic creation of a work of revision, which smoothed the tradi¬ 
tional text linguistically, assimilated the divergent readings of the earlier texts 
to one another (cf. Rom. 6:12), and in the interest of a uniform text made 
cmendatory additions and deletions. Yet recent investigations have shown that 
even Koine readings can be early and good, especially if the reading is not yet 
otherwise attested (cf. G. Zuntz, Text [see p. 359], 50 ff., 150; H. Greeven, 
“Erwagungen zur synoptischen Textkritik,” NTSt 6, 1959-60, 281 ff.; B. M. 
Metzger, “Lucian and the Lucianic Recension of the Greek Bible,” NTSt 8, 
1961-62, 189 ff.). It is, however, questionable whether there ever was a homo¬ 
geneous form of the Koine text which can be reconstructed (see K. and S. 
Lake, “The Byzantine Text of the Gospels,” Memorial Lagrange, 1940, 251 ff.). 

Other parts of Westcott-Hort’s theory have proved a failure, above all 
a) the exaggerated preference for B and the Neutral text, and b) the general 
repudiation of the Western text. 

a) Besides the Koine text, there undeniably was an additional text-type, which 
doubtless had its home in Egypt. Its earliest representatives are (for Acts), 
^4G,47^ B C, and the Coptic versions. Since Hieronymus, in his letter to Da- 
masus dedicating his translation of the Gospels (see p. 374), mentions the 
designation of Greek manuscripts of the NT by an Egyptian, Hesychius, it 
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has been customary, following W. Bousset (1894), to designate this type of text 
as Hesychian (Nestle: §); but it is very questionable whether this text-type 
can be traced back to Hesychius (see F. G. Kenyon, **Hesychius and the Text 
of the NT,” Memorial Lagrange, 1940, 245 ff.)- It is certain that this text-type 
was not the only type used in Egypt (see under b), but its existence in Egypt 
in the third and fourth centuries is assured by and Whether this 

text-type has extensively preserved the original text or whether it goes back to 
a work of recension, is disputed. In this connection, the observation is of great 
significance that the correctors of papyri 46 and 66 almost entirely replaced 
Western readings by Alexandrian readings, so that already by the end of the 
second century there was a work of recension which reintroduced early, good 
readings into the current text (see G. Zuntz, Text [see p. 359], 252 ff., and 

A. F. J. Klijn, NTSt 3, 1956-57, 333 f.). Thus the text preserved in the great 
manuscripts of the fourth and fifth centuries (B C) is not **neutral,” but 
the result of a continuing purification of the text on the basis of a good 
philological method which had long been at home in Alexandria (cf. A. F. J. 
Klijn, NovT 3, 1959, 17 f.; E. C. Colwell, The Origin [see pp. 385 f.], 130 f.). 
With that it is given that perhaps there also never was a reconstructable Alex¬ 
andrian text, i.e., one which once existed in one manuscript. Yet the readings 
of the Alexandrian text-type, without being infallible, now as before have the 
greatest significance for the reconstruction of the original text. 

b) If the Alexandrian text in its foundation reaches back into the second 
century, then that doubtless also holds true for the Western text, which Justin, 
Marcion, Tatian, Irenaeus, Tertullian, and, in part, Clement of Alexandria, used 
in the second century. This text-type is attested early in Egypt (^^^ 
readings of the Sahidic version), but also in Syria (the Old Syriac version of 
the Gospels), and naturally in the West {vetus Latina, Irenaeus, Cyprian, etc.), 
whereas the geographical origin of the two chief Greek witnesses (D®**^ and D^, 
sixth century [see pp. 366 f.]) is not clear. The designation ‘‘Western text” is 
thus incontestably erroneous, since it is a matter of a text attested from the 
second century on in the entire territory of the primitive Catholic Church. 
No better name has been found until now because the origin and the value of 
this text-type are not yet really understood. Tlie view that this text-type repre¬ 
sents the original text (so lately P. Glaue, “Der iilteste Text der geschichtlichen 
Bucher des NT,” ZNW 45, 1954, 90 ff.) is just as untenable as the view which 
traces it back to a revision of the primitive text in the early second century 
(C. C. Torrey, Documents of the Primitive Chtirch, 1941, 112 ff.; W. FI. P. 
Hatch, The Western Text of the Gospels, 1937). But just as little does the 
supposition hold true that it is simply a matter of the unrevised, “wild” text 
of the second century, from which all of our text-forms are derived (so, e.g., 

B. G. Zuntz, The Text [see p. 359], 263 ff.; E. C. Colwell, “The Origin” 
[see pp. 385 f.], 137) for there can be no doubt that an essential part of the 
variants of the Western text, above all in the Gospels and Acts, stems from a 
consciously expanded and smoothed revision (see the lists in F. G. Kenyon, The 
Western Text in the Gospels and Acts, 1939, 4 ff.). From this fact it follows 
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that we find in the witnesses to the Western text early, even if undisciplined, 
traditions to be taken seriously, as well as a revision which is, on the whole, sec¬ 
ondary; moreover, there probably never was a homogeneous Western text (espe¬ 
cially disputed is whether the Greek **Vorlage” of the Old Syriac version of the 
Gospels does not belong to another tradition than the vettis Latina [so K. and 
S. Lake, RB 48, 1939, 502]). 

Tlie separation of the primary and secondary material within the witnesses 
of the Western text is, however, facilitated by the discovery of a third text- 
type which does not belong to the Koine, the "Caesarean” text. It has been 
established that in Mark in the majuscules 0W (in part), the minuscules 
28, 565, 700, the minuscule groups 1 and 13 (see p. 367 f.), in the Old Georgian 
and in part in the Old Armenian and Palestinian-Syriac versions, a special type 
of text is recognizable, which fluctuates between Egyptian and Western texts 
but also exhibits peculiar features (cf. W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch, N.F. 11, 
1939, 104, note 1; Burkitt, Lake, etc.). Streeter added the thesis that Origen, 
upon his emigration to Caesarea, found this text there; hence the name, "Cae¬ 
sarean” text. More recent investigations, however, have shown, chiefly upon 
the basis of papyri 37 and 45, that this text was used by Origen, in addition to 
the Egyptian, in Alexandria and in Caesarea, and that within the witnesses to 
the Caesarean text a development toward the Koine text took place (the 
earlier witnesses for Mark are W 28, minuscule groups 1 and 13). On the 
one hand, then, this text certainly was not used only in Caesarea. On the other 
hand, this text just as surely was in use in Palestine for a long time (proved for 
the text of the Gospels of the fourth century in Jerusalem by J. H. Greenlee, 
The Gospel Text of Cyrill of Jernsaleniy SaD 17, 195 5). It represents a peculiar 
text-type attested since the early third century, which perhaps came from 
Egypt to Palestine (Kenyon, Lake), and probably also was never as a whole to 
be found in one manuscript. Yet it is significant because of its age and helps us 
to recognize early readings as early, which otherwise are contained only in 
Western witnesses. On the Caesarean text cf.: W. G. Kiimmel, ThRdsch, 
N.F. 11, 1939, 102 ff.;K. and S. Lake, Family 13 {The Ferrar Group), The Text 
According to Mark . . . , SaD 11, 1941; J. Geerlings, Family 13 — The Ferrar 
Groi^p, The Text According to MatthexUy . , , to Lnkcy . . . to Johuy SaD 19, 20, 
21 , 1961-62; B. M. Metzger, "The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JBL 64, 
1945, 457 ff.; ideniy "Recent Spanish Contributions to the Textual Criticism 
of the NT,” JBL 66, 1947, 401 ff.; F. J. Klijn, A Survey of the Researches into 
the Western Text of the Gospels and ActSy Diss. Utrecht, 1947, 110 ff.; ideniy 
"A Survey of the Researches . . . (1949-59),” NovT 3, 1959, 15 ff. 

As a result of these investigations, we conclude that a strictly local text theory 
is untenable. Indeed, it has generally become questionable whether one original 
text in any text-type ever existed and could be reconstructed. Since no manu¬ 
script of a NT text has an unmixed text, we can determine only the better 
or poorer witnesses to a text-type, and upon the basis of such grouping, particu¬ 
lar readings can be recognized as characteristic of this type of text (cf. especially 
E. C. Colwell, "The Significance of Grouping of NT Manuscripts,” NTSt 4, 
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1957-58, 73 ff.; idem, *‘The Origin of the Text-types of NT Manuscripts,” 
Early Christian Origins, Studies in honor of H. R. Willoughby, 1961, 128 ff.). 
The more widely a reading is attested in two or more early text-types, so much 
the better is the witness; thus the Egyptian text, now as before, must be regarded 
as the best text-type on the whole. Since, however, external evidence alone can 
decide the matter only in rare instances, the old rules of internal criticism must 
be kept in mind (“the more difficult is better than the easier reading; the shorter 
reading [is] preferable” [proclivi lectioni praestat arduor; brevior lectio potior]). 
We must note too that related texts were assimilated to one another, especially 
texts of Mark and Luke to Matthew (cf. H. Greeven, “Erwagungen zur synpt. 
Textkritik,” NTSt 6, 1959-60, 281 ff.), and that intentional textual changes 
were made (cf. C. S. C. Williams, Alterations [see p. 3 59], Iff., and K. W. 
Clark, “Textual Criticism and Doctrine,” Studia Paulina, 1953, 52 ff.). It is also 
important to observe the context of adjacent variants, which then can only be 
judged jointly (examples in Vogels, Handbuch’^ [see p. 359], 182 ff.). In view 
of the many uncertainties in our knowledge of the history of the text, an eclectic 
method is, provisionally, the only one possible (see K. W. Clark, The Effect . . . 
[see p. 3 59]. But even if a new edition of the text will diverge in many details 
from the text now customary, and even though no certain decision is possible 
concerning many variants, the most recent discoveries and investigations have 
shown that our critical text of the Greek NT must come very close to the 
original text of the collections taken up into the canon. If the text found by 
such a method should turn out to be factually untenable in particular cases, 
then the exegete should not shy away from a rational, intrinsically suitable 
conjecture, but such cases will not be very numerous. 

Good surveys of the grouping of the chief witnesses: A. H. McNeile-C. S. C. 
Williams, An Introduction (see p. 28), 378 ff.; W. H. P. Hatch, Minuscule 
Manuscripts (see p. 360), 60 ff.; cf. the table by F. Hahn in F. G. Kenyon- 
A. W. Adams, Der Text der griech, Bibel, ^1962, 191. On methodological 
problems cf. F. G. Kenyon-A. W. Adams, ibid,, 132 ff.; R. V. G. Tasker, “An 
Introduction to the Manuscripts of the NT,” HarvThR 41, 1948, 71 ff.; M. 
Karnetzki, “Textgeschichte als Oberlieferungsgeschichte,” ZNW 47, 1956, 
170 ff.; H. Greeven and E. C. Colwell (see pp. 384, 385 f.). 
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(The last revised editions of the commentaries are cited. First, those commentaries 
which appear in series are listed alphabetically according to the abbreviations of the 
series, and then the single commentaries alphabetically according to author.) 


Matthew 

BNTC: F. V. Filson, 1960; Et. bibl.: M.-J. Lagrange, * 1927 ; Hdb.: E. Kloster- 
MANN, ^1927; ICC: W. C. Allen, ®1912; IntB: S. E. Johnson, 1951; Meyer: B. 
Weiss, ^°1910; E. Lohmeyer, 1956 (edited by W. Schmauch; incomplete); Moffatt: 
T. H. Robinson, 1928; NTD: J. Schniewind, 1937; RNT: J. Schmid, ®1956; 
Torch; G. E. P. Cox, 1952; Ty: R. V. G. Tasker, 1961; UB: J. Wilkens, I. II, 1934- 
37; Zahn: Th. Zahn, ^922; ZuB: W. Michaelis, I, 1948, II, 1949 (to 17:13). 

A. Loisy, Les evangiles synopttq^ies I. II, 1907-08; C. G. Montefiore, The Synoptic 
Gospels II, ‘1927; A. Schlatter, Der Evangelist Matthaus, 1929; J. Wellhausen, 
‘1914. 


Mark 

BNTC: S. E. Johnson, 1960; CGTC: C. E. B. Cranfield, 1959; fit. bibl.: M.-J. 
Lagrange, * 1929 ; Hdb.: E. Klostermann, *1950; ICC: E. P. Gould, 1896; IntB: 
F. C. Grant, 1951; Meyer: E. Lohmeyer, ^°1937 (with supplement, edited by G. Sass, 
1953); Moffatt: B. H. Branscomb, 1937; NTD: J. Schniewind, ®1952; RNT; 
J. Schmid, ®1954; ThHK: F. Hauck, 1931; W. Grundmann, ‘1959; Torch: A. M. 
Hunter, 1949; Ty: A. Cole, 1961; UB; G. Dehn, ®1953; Zahn: G. Wohlenberg, 
®-*1930. 

Ph. Carrington, 1960; A. Loisy, Les evangiles synoptiques I, II, 1907-08; C. G. 
Montefiore, The Synoptic Gospels I, *1927; A. E. Rawlinson, 1925; A. Schlatter, 
Markus, der Evangelist fiir die Griechen, 193 5; V. Taylor, 1952; J. Wellhausen, 
‘1909. 


Luke 

BNTC: A. R. C. Leaney, 1958; fit. bibl.: M.-J. Lagrange, *1927; Hdb.: E. Klo¬ 
stermann, ^1929; ICC: A. Plummer, “1922; IntB: S. M. Gilmour, 1952; Meyer: 
B. Weiss, ®1901; Moffatt: W. Manson, 1930; NIC: N. Geldenhuys, 1950; NTD: 
K. H. Rengstorf, °1962; RNT: J. Schmid, ®195 5; ThHK: F. Hauck, 1934; W. 
Grundmann, ‘1961; Torch: W. R. F. Browning, 1960; UB: L. Fendt, 1937; Zahn; 
Th. Zahn, ®‘*1920. 

J. M. Creed, 1930; H. Gollwitzer, Die Ereude Gottes, ^1952; A. Loisy, Les 
evangiles synoptiques I, II, 1907-08; idem, Uevangile selon Luc, 1924; C. G. Mon¬ 
tefiore, The Synoptic Gospels II, ‘1927; A. Schlatter, 1931; J. Wellhausen, 1904. 
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John 

£t. bibl.: M.-J. Lagrange, ®1936; Hdb.: W. Bauer, ^1933; ICC: J. H. Bernard, 
I, II, 1928; IntB: W. F. Howard, 1952; Meyer: R. Bultmann, '”1941 (Erganzungs- 
heft, *1957); Moffatt: G. H. C. Macgregor, 1928; NIC: M. C. Tenney, 1948; 
NTD: H. Strathmann, °1951; RNT: A. Wikenhauser, *1961; Torch: A. Rich¬ 
ardson, 1959; Ty: R. V. G. Tasker, 1960; UB: W. Brandt, *1940; Zahn: Th. 
Zahn, *'*1921; ZiiB: G. Sporri, I, II, 1950. 

C. K. Barrett, 1956; E. C. Hoskyns, *1947; R. H. Lightfoot, 19 5 6; A. Loisy, 
*1921; H. Odeberg, I, 1929 (incomplete); A. Schlatter, Der Evangelist Johannes, 
1930; J. Wellhausen, 1908. 


Acts 

BNTC: C. S. C. Williams, 19 57; tt. bibl.: E. Jacquier, 1926; Hdb.: E. Preuschen, 
1912; IntB: G. H. C. Macgregor, 1954; Meyer: E. Haenchen, '*1961; Moffatt: 
F. J. Foakes-Jackson, 1932; NIC: F. F. Bruce, 1954; NTD: H. W. Beyer, 1932; 
RNT: A. WiKENHAUSER, *1956; ThHK: O. Bauernfeind, 1939; Torch: R. R. 
Williams, 1953; Ty: E. M. Blaiklock, 1959; UB: O. Dibelius, *1951; Zahn: 
Th. Zahn, I, II, *-'1922-27. 

A. Loisy, 1920; K. Lake and H. J. Cadbury, "English Translation and Commen¬ 
tary’* and "Additional Notes to the Commentary,” Beginnings I, 4, 5, 1933; F. Stagg, 
The Book of Acts. The Early Struggle for an Unhindered Gospel, 195 5; L. Cerfaux 
and J. Dupont, in La Sainte Bible traduite en frangais sous la direction de VEcole 
Biblique de Jerusalem, *1958. 


Romans 

BNTC: C. K. Barrett, 1957; CNT: F.-J. Leenhardt, 1957; Eng. tr. by Harold 
Knight, 1961; Lt. bibl.: M.-J. Lagrange, *1930; Hdb.: H. Lietzmann, '1933; ICC: 
W. Sand AY- A. C. Headlam, *1902; IntB: J. Knox, 1954; Meyer: O. Michel, 
'*195 5; Moffatt: C. H. Dodd, 1932; NIC: J. Murray, Bd. I, Kapp. 1-8, 1960; NTD: 
P. Althaus, *1959; RNT: O. Kuss, 1950; Torch: A. M. Hunter, 195 5; Zahn: 
Th. Zahn, *1925 (revised by F. Hauck); ZuB: E. Gaugler, I, II, 1945-52. 

H. Asmussen, 1952; K. Barth, *1922; Eng. tr. by Edwyn C. Hoskyns from 6th 
ed. (1933), 1933; P. Boylan, 1934; E. Brunner, 1938 (Bibelhilfe); Eng. tr. by 
H. A. Kennedy of 1956 ed., 1959; Th. Haering, 1926; J. FIuby-St. Lyonnet, 
*1957; E. Kuhl, 1913; O. Kuss, 1. und 2. Lieferung, 1957-59; A. Nygren, Eng. tr. 
by Carl C. Rasmussen, 1944; A. Schlatter, Gottes Gercchtigkeit, 1935. 


I Corinthians 

CNT: J. Hering, 1949; Eng. tr. by A. W. Heathcote and P. J. Allcock from 
2nd ed., 1962; Et. bibl.: E.-B. Allo, 1934; Hdb.: H. Lietzmann-W. G. Kummel, 
'1949; ICC: A. Robertson- A. Plummer, *1914; IntB: C. T. Craig, 1953; Meyer: 
J. Weiss, *1910; Moffatt: J. Moffatt, 1938; NIC: F. W. Grosheide, *1954; NTD: 
H. D. Wendland, *1954; RNT: O. Kuss, 1940; Torch: W. G. H. Simon, 1959; 
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Ty: L. Morris, 1958; UB: O. Schmitz, 1939; Zahn: Ph. Bachmann, ‘1936 (sup¬ 
plements by E. Stauffer); ZiiB: W. Meyer, I, 1947, II, 1945. 

K. Barth, Die Anferstehung der Toten, 1924; Eng. tr. by H. J. Stenning, 1933; 
A. Schlatter, ?aulus, der Bote Jesu, 1934. 

II Corinthians 

CNT: J. Hering, 1950; fit. bibl.: E.-B. Allo, 1936; Hdb.: H. Lietzmann- 
W. G. Kummel, ‘1949; ICC: A. Plummer, 1925; IntB: F. V. Filson, 1953; Meyer: 
H. WiNDiscH, ®1924; Moffatt: R. H. Strachan, 193 5; NIC: P. E. Hughes, 1962; 
NTD: H. D. Wendland, °1954; RNT: O. Kuss, 1940; Torch: R. P. C. Hanson, 
1954; Ty: R. V. G. Tasker, 1958; Zahn: Ph. Bachmann, ‘1922. 

A. Schlatter, Paiihts, der Bote Jesit, 1934. 

Galatians 

CNT: P. Bonnard, 1953; fit. bibl.: M.-J. Lagrange, ^1925; Hdb.: H. Lietz- 
MANN, *1932; ICC: E. D. Burton, 1921; IntB: R. T. Stamm, 1953; Meyer: H. 
ScHLiER, ^*1962; Moffatt: G. S. Duncan, 1934; NIC: H. N. Ridderbos, 1953; NTD: 
H. W. Beyer-P. Althaus, ®1962; RNT: O. Kuss, 1940; ThHK: A. Oepke, *1957; 
Torch: J. A. Allan, 1951; UB: G. Dehn, *1938; Zahn: Th. Zahn, *1922 (revised 
by F. Hauck) ; ZiiB.: Ch. Maurer, 1943. 

H. Asmussen, Theologisch-kirchliche Erwagungen zum Gal., 193 5; J. B. Light- 
foot, ^ 1881 . 


Ephesians 

CNT: Ch. Masson, 1953; Hdb.: M. Dibelius-H. Greeven, *1953; ICC: T. K. 
Abbott, 1897; IntB: F. W. Beare, 1953; Meyer: E. Haupt, *1902; Moffatt: E. F. 
Scott, 1930; NIC: E. K. Simpson, 1957; NTD: H. Conzelmann, *1962; RNT: 
K. Staab, *1959; Torch: J. A. Allan, 1959; UB: K. Mittring, 1936; Zahn: P. Ewald, 
*1910. 

A. Klopper, 1891; H. Schlier, 1957. 

Philippians 

BNTC: F. W. Beare, 1959; CNT: P. Bonnard, 1950; Hdb.: M. Dibelius, 
*1937; ICC: M. R. Vincent, 1897; IntB: E. F. Scott, 195 5; Meyer: E. Loh- 
MEYER, *1930; Moffatt: J. H. Michael, 1928; NIC: J. J. Muller, 195 5; NTD: 
G. Friedrich, *1962; RNT: K. Staab, *1959; ThHK: W. Michaelis, 1935; Torch: 
F. C. Synge, 1951; Ty: R. P. Martin, 1960; UB: O. Schmitz, *1934; Zahn: 
P. Ewald, ‘1923 (revised by G. Wohlenberg). 

K. Barth, 1928; Eng. tr. by James W. Leitch, 1962; A. Klopper, 1893; J. B. 
Lightfoot, *1882. 


Colossians 

CGTC: C. F. D. Moule, 1957; CNT: Ch. Masson, 1950; Hdb.: M. Dibelius-H. 
Greeven, *1953; ICC: T. K. Abbott, 1897; IntB.: F. W. Beare, 1955; Meyer: E. 


390 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Lohmeyer, ®1930; Moflatt: E. F. Scott, 1930; NIC: F. F. Bruce, 1957; NTD: H. 
CoNZELMANN, ®1962; RNT; K. Staab, ®1959; Torch: F. C. Synge, 1951; Ty: H. M. 
Carson, 1960; Zahn: P. Ewald, "1910; ZiiB.: W , Bieder, 1943. 

A. Klopper, 1882; J. B. Lightfoot, ®1882. 


I II Thessalonians 

CNT: Ch. Masson, 1957; fit. bibl.: B. Rigaux, 1956; Hdb.: M. Dibelius, ^1937; 
ICC: J. E. Frame, 1912; IntB: J. W. Bailey, 195 5; Meyer: E. v. Dobschutz, 
‘1909; Mofifatt: W. Neil, 1950; NIC: L. Morris, 1959; NTD: A. Oepke, 1933; 
RNT: K. Staab, *1959; Torch: W. Neil, 1957; Ty: L. Morris, 1956; UB: 
J. Schneider, I Thess., 1932, G. Helbig, II Thess., *1955; Zahn: G. Wohlenberg, 
*1909. 


Philemon 

CGTC: C. F. D. Moule, 1957; Hdb.: M. Dibelius-H. Greeven, *1953; ICC 
M. R. Vincent, 1897; IntB: J. Knox, 195 5; Meyer: E. Lohmeyer, *1930; Moffatt 
E. F. Scott, 1930; NIC: J. J. Muller, 1955; NTD: G. Friedrich, *1962; RNT 
K. Staab, *1959; Torch: A. R. C. Leaney, 1960; Ty: H. M. Carson, 1960; Zahn 
P. Ewald, *1910; ZiiB: W. Bieder, 1944. 

J. B. Lightfoot, ® 1882 . 


Pastoral Epistles 

fit. bibl.: C. Spicq, 1947; Hdb.: M. Dibelius-H. Conzelmann, *195 5; ICC: 
W. Lock, 1924; IntB: F. D. Gealy, 195 5; Meyer: B. Weiss, ^1902; Moffatt: 
E. F. Scott, 1936; NTD: J. Jeremias, *1953; RNT: J. Freundorfer, *1959; 
Torch: A. R. C. Leaney, 1960; Ty: D. Guthrie, 1957; UB: W. Brandt, 1941; 
Zahn: G. Wohlenberg, *1923. 

B. S. Easton, 1947; A. Scfilatter, Die Kirche der Griechen im Urteil des Paiihis, 
1936; E. K. Simpson, 1954. 


Hebrews 

CNT: J. Hering, 1954; fit. bibl.: C. Spicq, I, II, 1952-53; Hdb.: H. Windisch, 
*1931; ICC: J. Moffatt, 1924; IntB: A. C. Purdy, 195 5; Meyer: O. Michel, 
^*1957; Moffatt: T. H. Robinson, 1933; NTD: H. Strathmann, *1953; RNT: 
O. Kuss, 195 3; Torch: W. Neil, 195 5; Ty: T. Hewitt, 1960; UB: W. Loew, 
*1941; Zahn: E. Riggenbach, * *1922. 


James 

Hdb.: H. Windisch-H. Preisker, *1951; ICC: J. H. Ropes, 1916; IntB: B. S. 
Easton, 1957; Meyer: M. Dibelius, ^1921 (supplement by H. Greeven, 1956); 
Moffatt: J. Moffatt, 1928; NIC: A. Ross, 1954; NTD: J. Schneider, *1961; 




Commentaries on the Individual Books of the NT 


391 


RNT: J. Michl, 1953; Torch: E. C. Blackman, 1957; Ty: R. V. G. Tasker, 1956; 
UB: H. Rendtorff, 19 53; Zahn: F. Hauck, 1926. 

J. Marty, 1935; A. Schlatter, 1932. 


I Peter 

Hdb.: H. Windisch-H. Preisker, “1951; HThK: K. H. Schelkle, 1961; ICC; 
Ch. Bigg, “1910; IntB; A. M. Hunter, 1957; Meyer: R. Knopf, ^1912; Moffatt: 
J. Moffatt, 1928; NTD: J. Schneider, ®1961; RNT: J. Michl, 1953; Torch: 
C. E. B. Cranfield, 1960; Ty: A. M. Stibbs-A. F. Walls, 1959; UB: H. Rend¬ 
torff, ^1951; Zahn: G. Wohlenberg, “1923; ZiiB: E. Schweizer, “1949. 

F. W. Beare, “1958 (reprint of ^1945 with supplements); A. Schlatter, Petrus 
nttd Paulus mch devt 1. Petrusbrief, 1937; E. G. Selwyn, “1947. 


II Peter 

fit. bibl.: J. Chaine, 1939; Hdb.: H. Windisch-H. Preisker, “1951; HThK: 
K. H. Schelkle, 1961; ICC: Ch. Bigg, “1910; IntB: A. E. Barnett, 1957; Meyer: 
R. Knopf, ^1912; Moffatt: J. Moffatt, 1928; NTD: J. Schneider, ®1961; RNT: 
J. Michl, 1953; Torch: C. E. B. Cranfield, 1960; Zahn: G. Wohlenberg, “1923. 


Jude 

fit. bibl.; J. Chaine, 1939; Hdb.: H. Windisch-H. Preisker, “1951; HThK: 
K. H. Schelkle, 1961; ICC; Ch. Bigg, “1910; IntB: A. E. Barnett, 1957; Meyer: 
R. Knopf, ’^1912; Moffatt: J. Moffatt, 1928; NTD: J. Schneider, ®1961; RNT; 
J. Michl, 1953; Torch: C. E. B. Cranfield, 1960; Zahn: G. Wohlenberg, “1923. 


I II III John 

fit. bibl.: J. Chaine, 1939; Hdb.: H. Windisch-H. Preisker, “1951; HThK: 
R. ScHNACKENBURG, 19 53; ICC: A. E. Brooke, 1912; IntB: A. N. Wilder, 1957; 
Meyer: B. Weiss, ®1900; Moffatt: C. H. Dodd, 1946; NIC: A. Ross, 1954; NTD: 
J. Schneider, “1961; RNT: J. Michl, 1953; ThHK; F. Buchsel, 1933; Torch: 
N. Alexander, 1962; UB: H. Asmussen, “1957. 


Apocalypse 

fi. bibl.: E.-B. Allo, 1933; Hdb.: E. Lohmeyer, 1926 (“1953, enlarged); 
ICC: R. H. Charles, I. II, 1920; IntB: M. Rist, 1957; Meyer: W. Bousset, “1906; 
Moffatt: M. Kiddle-M. K. Ross, 1940; NTD: E. Lohse, “i960; RNT: A. Wiken- 
HAUSER, “1959; ThHK: W. Hadorn, 1928; Torch: R. H. Preston-A. T. Hanson, 
1949; UB: H. Lilje, “1958; Eng. tr. by Olive Wyon from 4th ed. (195 5), 1957; 
Zahn: Th. Zahn, I. II, 1924-26; ZiiB: Ch. Brutsch, 195 5. 

A. Loisy, 1923. 




BIBLIOGRAPHICAL SUPPLEMENTS 


to § l: p. 21 1. 2: now "“1963. 

p. 21 1. 8 f. b.: now I-VII, 1933-1964. 

p. 22 1. 8: H. Kraft, Claris Patrum Apostolicorurn, 1963. 

p. 22 1. 23: Vocabulaire . . . now in German: Worterbuch zur biblischen 

Botschaft, 1964. 

p. 22 1. 25: The hiterpreter^s Dictionary of the Bible, 4 vols., 1962. 
p. 23 1. 9: J. D. Smart, Hermenentische Probleme der Schriftauslegung, 
Bcitragc zur Praktischen Thcologie 2, 1965. 
to § 2: p. 26 1. 1: A. N. Wilder, Early Christian Rhetoric, 1964. 
to § 3: p. 26 1. 19 f. b.: R. H. Fuller, The NT in Current Study, 1962; The Cam¬ 
bridge History of the Bible, cd. by S. L. Greenslade, 1963; S. Neil, The 
Interpretation of the NT 1861-1961, 1964. 
p. 28 1. 18: W. Marxsen, Einlcitung in das NT, 1963. 
p. 28 1. 7 f. b.: C. F. D. Moule, The Bible of the NT, 1962; R. M. Grant, 
A Historical Introduction to the NT, 1963; E. F. Harrison, Introduction to 
the NT, 1964. 

p. 28 1. 3 f. b.: now read: A. F. J. Klijn, Inleiding tot het NT, "1963. 
p. 29 1. 14: B. Mariani, Introductio in Libros Sacros NT, 1962; K. H. 
ScHELKLE, Das NT, Seine literarische und theologische Geschichte, 1963. 
to 5 4: p. 31 1. 16: R. V. G. Tasker, The Nature and Purpose of the Gospels, 

1962. 

to § 5: p. 33 1. 15 f. b.: X. Leon-Dufour, Concordance of the Synoptic Gospels 
in Seven Colors, 1956 (also in French); A. Barr, A Diagram of Synoptic Rela¬ 
tionships, "1957. 

p. 34 1. 6: A. M. Perry, “The Growth of the Gospels,” IntB 7, 1951, 
60 ff. 

p. 34 1. 17: further L. Cerfaux, "Le probleme synoptique,” in Recueil 
L. C. Ill, 1962, 83 ff. 

p. 34 1. 12 f. b.: N. B. Stonehouse, Origins of the Synoptic Gospels, 1963; 
R. L. Lindsey, “A Modified Two-Document Theory of the Synoptic Depend¬ 
ence and Interdependence,” NovT 6, 1963, 239 ff.; J. Schmid, art. “Synop- 
tiker,” LThK IX, 1964, 1240 ff.; E. B. Martinex Dalmau, A Study on the 
Synoptic Gospels, 1964; F. G. Downing, “Towards the Rehabilitation of 
Q,” NTSt 11, 1964-65, 169 ff. 

p. 3 5 1. 18: R. ScHNACKENBURG, “Zur formgeschichtlichen Methode in 
der Evangelienforschung,” ZkTh 85, 1963, 16 ff.; G. Schille, “Der Mangel 
eines kritischen Geschichtsbildes in der ntl. Formgcschichte,” ThLZ 88, 

1963, 491 ff.; J. P. Brown, “Synoptic Parallels in the Epistles and Form- 
History,” NTSt 10, 1963-64, 27 ff.; V. Taylor, “Formgeschichte,” ExpT 
75, 1964, 356 ff. 

p. 42 1. 7: cf. C. WiDENGREN, “Tradition and Literature in Early Judaism 
and in the Early Church,” Numen 10, 1963, 42 ff.; further M. Smith, 
JBL 82, 1963, 169 ff. Against his critics: B. Gerhardsson, “Tradition and 
Transmission in Early Christianity,” Coniectanea Neotestamentica 20, 1964. 

392 


Bibliographical Supplements 


393 


Cf. also J. J. Vincent, **Dicl Jesus Teach His Disciples to Learn by Heart?” 
StEv III, TU 88, 1964, 105 ff. 

p. 43 1. 12: J. Kurzinger, art. **Papias,” LThK VIII, 1963, 34 f. 
p. 44 1. 2: E. Stauffer, *’Der Methurgeman des Petrus,” Ntl, AufsatzCy 
Festschr, /. Schmid, 1963, 283 flF.; W. C. van Unnik, **Zur Papias-Notiz 
uber Markus,” ZNW 54, 1963, 276 f. 

p. 45 1. 19: cf. S. Schultz, **Die Bedeutung der neueren Targumforschung 
fiir die synpt. Tradition,” Abraham unser Vater, Festschr, O. Michel, Arbeiten 
zur Geschichte des Spatjudentums und Urchristentums 5, 1963, 425 ff. 
p. 45 1. 22: G. M. Styler, “The Priority of Mark,” in: C. F. D. Moule, 
The Birth of the NT, 1962, 223 ff. 

p. 50 1. 21: On the origin of the symbol Q cf. C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of 
the NT, 84 note 1. 

p. 56 1. 7: E. Kasemann, "Zum Thema der urchristlichen Apokalyptik,” 
ZThK 59, 1962, 268 (= E. K., Exegetische Versuche und Besinnungen 
II, 1964, 115 f.); J. M. Robinson, "AOTOI Zur Gattung der 

Spruchquelle Q,” 2eit und Geschichte, Festschr. R. Bultmann, 1964, 77 ff. 
p. 57 1. 28: J. M. Robinson, see to p. 56 1. 7; W. Schrage, Das Yerbdltnis 
des Thomas-Ev, zur synpt. Tradition und zu den kopt. Evangelieniiber- 
setzungen, Beih. ZNW 29, 1964 (lit.); J. B. Bauer, “The Synoptic Tradition 
in the Gospel of Thomas,” StEv III, TU 88, 1964, 314 ff. 
to § 6: p. 61 1. 4: now in W. D. Davies, Christian Origins and Judaism, 1962, 
67 ff. 

p. 61 1. 24: now in E. S., Neotestamentica, 1963, 93 ff. 
p. 61 1. 25: E. Trocme, La formation de VEvangile selon Marc, Etudes 
d’Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses 57, 1963; M. Karnetzki, “Die letzte 
Redaktion des Mk.,” Zwischenstation, Festschr. K. Kupisch, 1963, 161 ff.; 
L. W. Barnard, “St. Mark and Alexandria,” HarvThR 57, 1964, 145 ff.; 
S. G. F. Brandon, “The Apologetic Factor in the Marcan Gospel,” StEv II, 
TU 87, 1964, 34 ff.; S. Schulz, “Die Bedeutung des Mk. fiir die Theologie- 
geschichte des Urchristentums,” ibid., 13 5 ff.; E. Schweizer, “Mark’s Contri¬ 
bution to the Quest of the Historical Jesus,” NTSt 10, 1963-64, 21 ff.; ide7n, 
“Die theologische Leistung des Mk.,” EvTh 24, 1964, 337 ff.; T. A. Burkill, 
Mysterious Revelation, 1963; Ph. Vielhauer, “Erwagungen zur Christologie 
des Mk.,” Zeit U7td Geschichte, Festschr. R. Bulhnaftn, 1964, 155 ff.; 
G. Strecker, “Zur Messiasgeheimnistheorie im Mk.,” StEv III, TU 88, 1964, 
87 ff. 

p. 63 1. 6 f. b.: Against Farrer: H. E. W. Turner, Historicity and the Gos¬ 
pels, 1963, 45 ff. 

to § 7: p. 73 1. 8: C. H. Cave, “St. Matthew’s Infancy Narrative,” NTSt 9, 
1962-63, 382 ff.; N. Walker, “The Alleged Matthaean Errata,” NTSt 9, 

1962- 63, 391 ff.; J. Gnilka, “Die Kirche des Mt. und die Gemeinde von 
Qumran,” BZ, N.F. 7, 1963, 43 ff.; R. Hummel, Die Auseinandersetzung 
zwischen Kirche mtd Judentum im Mt., BeTh 33, 1963; C. W. F. Smith, 
“The Mixed State of the Church in Matthew’s Gospel,” JBL 82, 1963, 149 ff.; 
J. Kurzinger, “Irenaus und sein Zeugnis zur Sprache des Mt.,” NTSt 10, 

1963- 64, 108 ff.; E. Kasemann, “Die Anfange christlicher Theologie,” 
ZThK 57, 1960, 162 ff. (= E. K., Exegetische Versuche und Besinnungen II, 
1964, 82 ff.); C. F. D. Moule, “Translation Greek and Original Greek in 


394 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Matthew,” in C. F. D. M., The Birth of the NT, 1962, 215 flf.; tde77t, “St. 
Matthew’s Gospel: Some Neglected Features,” StEv II, TU 87, 1964, 91 flF.; 
E. ScHWEiZER, “Zum Mt.—Ein Kap. ntl. Redaktionsgcschichte,” EvTh 23, 

1963, 611 ff. 

p. 84 1. 11 f. b.: Against Rengstorf cf. E. Linnemann, Gleichnisse Jesii, 
1961, 162 f. 

to § 8; p. 87 1. 13: further H. F. D. Sparks, JThSt, N.S. 14, 1963, 457 ff. 

p. 87 1. 15 f. b.: U. Wilckens, “Das Offenbarungsverstiindnis in der Ge- 
schichte des Urchristentums,” in “Offenbarung als GeschichtCj” Kerygma mid 
Dogvia Beih. I, 1961, 73 ff.; K. Stalder, “Die Heilsbedeutung des Todes Jesu 
in den lukanischen Schriften,” Internatiottale kirchliche Zeitschrift 52, 1962, 
222 ff.; V. Taylor, “F. Rehkopf,” ExpT 74, 1962-63, 262 ff.; P. Parker, 
“Luke and the Fourth Evangelist,” NTSt 9, 1962-63, 317 ff.; H. Schurmann, 
“Das Thomasev. und das lukanische Sondergut,” BZ, N.F. 7, 1963, 236 £f.; G. 
Braumann, “Das Mittel der Zeit. Erwagungen zur Theologic des Lk.,” ZNW 
54, 1963, 117 ff.; S. Schulz, “Gottes Vorsehung bei Lk.,” ZNW 54, 1963, 
104 ff.; H. H. Oliver, “The Lucan Birth Stories and the Purpose of Luke- 
Acts,” NTSt 10, 1963-64, 202 fif.; J. H. Davies, “The Purpose of the Central 
Section of St. Luke’s Gospel,” StEv II, TU 87, 1964, 164 ff.; W. C. Robinson, 
Der Weg des Herrn. Studien ztir Geschichte mid Eschatologie hn Lk., Thco- 
logische Forschungen 36, 1964; V. Taylor, “Rehkopf ’s List of Words and 
Phrases Illustrative of Pre-Lukan Speech Usage,” JThSt, N. S. 15, 1964, 59 ff.; 
D. Q. Morton, The Structure of Luke and Acts, 1964. 

p. 90 1. 13: H. Schurmann, “Evangelienschrift und kirchliche Unter- 
weisung. Die reprasentative Funktion der Schrift nach Lk 1:1-4,” Miscellanea 
Erfordiana, Erfurter Theologische Studien 12, 1962, 48 ff.; G. Klein, “Lk. 
1:1-4 als theologisches Programm,” Zeit und Geschichte, Festschr. R. Bull- 
mann, 1964, 193 flf. 

p. 96 1. 12: H. Thyen, “BAHTHMA METANOIAS EI2 Aa>E2IN 
AMAPTIQN,” Zeit und Geschichte, Festschr. K, Bultmann, 1964, 115 £f. 
p. 102 1. 12 f. b.: H. Kung, “Der Fruhkatholizismus im NT als kontrovers- 
theologisches Problem,” in ^^Kirche im Konzil/* Herder-Biicherei 140, 1963, 
125 ff.; L. Goppelt, “The Existence of the Church in History According to 
Apostolic and Early Catholic Thought,” Current Issues in NT Interpretation, 
Festschr. O. Piper, 1962, 153 ff.; H. Schurmann, “Das Testament des Paulus 
fiir die Kirche,” Theologische Jahrbiicher, 1964, 23 ff. 
to § 9: p. 107 1. 6 (now in E. K., Exegetische Yersuche und Besinnungen II, 

1964, 29 f.). 

p. 107 1. 7 (now in E. S. Neotestamentica, 1963, 418 ff.). 
p. 107 1. 3 f. b.: J. Jervell, “Zur Frage der Traditionsgrundlage der Apg.,” 
StTh 16, 1962, 25 flf.; D. Guthrie, “Recent Literature on the Acts of the 
Apostles,” VE 2, 1963, 33 ff.; W. Schmithals, Paulus und Jakobus, FRLANT 
8 5, 1963, 70 ff.; E. Haenchen, “Judentum und Christentum in der Apg.,” 
ZNW 54, 1963, 155 ff.; F. V. Filson, Ttuo Crucial Decades: Studies in the 
Book of Acts, 1963; J. H. Crehan, “The Purpose of Luke in Acts,” StEv II, 
TU 87, 1964, 3 54 ff.; R. A. Martin, “Syntactical Evidence of Aramaic 
Sources in Acts I-XV,” NTSt 11, 1964-65, 38 ff.; R. Glover, “ *Luke the 
Antiochene’ and Acts,” NTSt 11, 1964-65, 97 ff.; W. Schneemelcher, “Die 


Bibliographical Supplements 


395 


Apg. des Lukas und die Acta Pauli,” Apophoreta, Fesfscbr. E. Haetichen, Beih. 
ZNW 30, 1964, 236 ff.; M. D. Goulder, Type and History in Acts, 1964. 
p. 110 1. 2 f. b.: H. Anderson, Jesiis and Christian Origins, 1964, 343 f. 
p. 129 1. 4: Otherwise again Th. Boman, **Das textkritische Problem des sog. 
Aposteldckrets,” NovT 7, 1964, 26 ff. 

p. 130 1. 11: J.-C. Lebram, "Der Aufbau der Arcopagrede,” ZNW 5 5, 
1964, 221 ff. 

p. 132 1. 3: E. Haenchen, "Acta 27,” 2eit und Geschichte, Festschr. R. 
Bultmann, 1964, 234 ff. 

p. 132 1. 11: E. Schweizer, Erniedrigung und Erhohung bei Jesus und seinen 
Nachfolgern, AThANT 28, ®1962, 53 f. 

p. 133 1. 31: G. D. Kilpatrick, "An Eclectic Study of the Text of 
Acts,” Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of R. P. Casey, 1963, 64 ff. 
to 5^0: p. 13 5 1. 16 f. b. (now in E. K., Exegetische Versuche und Besinnungen 
II, 1964, 131 ff.). 

p. 137 1. 9: on A. Guilding also: J. R. Porter, "The Pentateuch and the 
Triennial Lectionary Circle: An Examination of a Recent Theory,” Protnise 
and Fulfilinent, Festschr. S. H. Hooke, 1963, 163 fiF.; L. Morris, The NT 
and the Jewish Lectionaries, 1964. 

p. 137 1. 22: A. Feuillet, jEtudes Johanniques, Museum Lessianum, Section 
biblique 4, 1962; J. A. T. Robinson, "The Relation of the Prologue to the 
Gospel of St. John,” NTSt 9, 1962-63, 120 ff.; R. E. Brown, "The Problem 
of Historicity in John,” CBQ 24, 1962, 1 ff.; idem, "The Gospel of Thomas 
and St. John’s Gospel,” NTSt 9, 1962-63, 155 ff.; J. A. Bailey, The Traditions 
Common to the Gospels of Luke and John, Suppl. NovT 7, 1963; R. 
Schnackenburg, "Die Messiasfrage im Joh.,” Ntl. Aufsdtze, Festschr. 

J. Schmid, 1963; 240 ff.; D. M. Smith, "John 12:12 and the Question of 
John’s Use of Synoptics,” JBL 82, 1963, 58 ff.; idem, "The Sources of the 
Gospel of John, an Assessment of the Present State of the Problem,” NTSt 
10, 1963-64, 336 ff.; P. Parker, see to ^8; C. H. Dodd, Historical Tradition 
in the Fourth Gospel, 1963; H. Balmforth, "The Structure of the Fourth 
Gospel,” StEv II, TU 87, 1964, 25 fiF.; E. Grasser, "Die antijiidische Polemik 
im Joh., NTSt 11, 1964-65, 74 ff.; E. D. Freed, "Variations in the Language 
and Thought of John,” ZNW 5 5, 1964, 167 ff.; E. Haenchen, "Das Joh. und 
sein Kommentar,” ThLZ 89, 1964, 881 ff. 

p. 146 1. 13 f. b.: K. Aland, "Randbemerkung” (see to p. 3 59 1. 9 f. b.), 
22 ff. 

p. 148 1. 4: U. Becker, Jesus und die Ehebrecherin, Beih. ZNW 28, 1963; 

K. Aland, "Randbemerkung” (see to p. 146 1. 13 f. b.), 11 ff. 

p. 153 1. 9 f. b.: (now in E. K., Exegetische Versuche und Besinnungen II, 
1964, 155 ff.). 

p. 153 1. 7 f. b.: E. Haenchen, "Probleme des joh. Prologs,” ZThK 60, 1963, 
305 £F.; W. Eltester, "Der Logos und sein Prophet. Fragen zur heutigen 
Erklarung des joh. Prologs,” Apophoreta, FestscJjr. E. Flaenchen, Beih. 
ZNW 30, 1964, 109 fiF. 

p. 159 1. 5: O. Huth, "Das Mand'aerproblem—das NT im Lichte der man- 

daischen und essenischen Quellen,” Symbolon 3, 1962, 18 ff. 

p. 159 1. 13: On Jewis'a Gnosticism cf. R. Marcus, "The Qumran Texts 


396 


Introduction to the New Testament 


and Early Judaism,” BR 1, 19 56, 9 ff.; J. Maier, Die Texte vom Toten Meer 
II, 1960, 18 f. 

p. 159 I. 17; Translation by W. Bauer also in E. Hennecke-W. Schnee- 
MELCHER, Ntl. Apokryphen II, ^1964, 576 ff. Cf. also J. Carmagnac, *‘Un 
Qumranien convert! au Christianisme; Eauteur des Odes de Salomon,” in 
Qumran-ProblemOf 1963, 75 fl.; K. Rudolph, *‘War der Verf. der Oden 
Salomos ein Qumran-Christ?,” Revue de Qumran 4, 1963-64, 523 ff. 
p. 160 1. 9; A. D. Nock, “Gnosticism,” HarvThR 57, 1964, 25 5 ff. 
to §11: p. 176 1. 16: T. Y. Mullins, “Disclosure. A Literary Form in the NT,” 
NovT 7, 1964, 44 ff. 

to 512 i p. 177 1. 12 f. b.; German: Paulus und seine Briefe, Biblische Handbibliothek 
2 , 1964; J. Cambier, art. “Paul,” DBS VII, 1962, 279 ff. (esp. 329 ff.). 
to p. 181 1. 17: K. Thieme, “Die Struktur des I Thess.,” Festsebr. O. Michel^ 

see to p. 45 1. 19; 1963, 450 ff.; W. Schmithals, “Die Thess. als Briefkom- 
position,” Xeit und Geschichte, Festsebr. R. Bnlttnann, 1964, 29 5 ff. 
to 51 5: p. 185 1. 9 f. b.: P. Day, “The Practical Purpose of Second Thessalonians,” 
AThR 45, 1963, 203 flF. 

to ^16: p. 190 1. 14 f. b.: W. Foerster, “Abfassungszeit und Ziel des Gal.,” Apo- 
pboretay Festsebr. E. Haeneben, Beih. ZNW 30, 1964, 13 5 ff. 
p. 192 1. 22: D. M. Stanley, “Christ’s Resurrection in Pauline Soteriology,” 
Analecta Biblica 13, 1961, 68. 

to 51 7: p. 198 1. 9 f. b.: C. K. Barrett, “Cephas and Corinth,” Festsebr. O. Mi- 
ebely see to p. 45 1. 19, 1963, 1 ff.; G. Friedrich, “Christus, Einhcit 
und Norm der Christen. Das Grundmotiv des I. Kor.,” Kerygma und Dogma 
9, 1963, 235 ff. 

p. 202 1. 6: H. Mosbech, “Apostolos in the NT,” StTh 2, 1949-50, 196. 
p. 204 1. 1: against Schmithals: P. Neuenzeit, “Das Herrenmahl,” Studien 
zum A und NT 1, 1960, 23 f. 

to 51 ^* P* 205 1. 1 f. b.; J. Gnilka, “II. Kor. 6:14-7:1 im Lichte der Qumran- 
schriften und der Zwolfpatriarchentestamente,” Ntl. AufsatzCy Festsebr. 
J. Sebmidy 1963, 86 ff.; G. Friedrich, “Die Gegner des Paulus im II Kor.,” 
Festsebr. O. Micbcly see on p. 4 5 1. 19, 1963, 181 ff. A. M. G. Stephen¬ 
son, “Partition Theories on 2 Corinthians,” StEv II, TU 87, 1964, 639 ff.; 
D. Georgi, Die Gegner des Paulus im II. Kor.y WMANT 11, 1964. 
p. 211 1. 6: L. Baeck, PauluSy die Pbarisaer und das NT, 1961, 7 f.; 
L. Cerfaux, “Le Chretien dans la thcologie Paulinienne,” Lectio Divina 33, 

1962, 260 ff. 

p. 211 1. 14; H. Braun, “Qumran und das NT,” ThRdsch, N. F. 29, 

1963, 221 ff. 

to 519 : p. 216 1. 24; A. Descamps, “La structure de Rom 1-11,” Studioruin 
Paulinorum Congressus /, Analecta Biblica 17, 1963, 3 ff.; F. F. Bruce, 
“St. Paul in Rome,” BJRL 46, 1963-64, 326 ff.; K. H. Rengstorf, “Paulus 
und die romische Christenheit,” StEv II, TU 87, 1964, 447 ff.; A. Roosen, 
“Le genre littcraire de I’Epitre aux Remains,” ibid.y 465 ff.; J. Schmid, 
LThK IX, 1964, 28 ff.; R. C. M. Ruijs, De struktuur van de Brief aan de 
Romeinen, 1964. 

p. 216 1. 3 f. b.: insert after Goguel: X. Llqn-Dufour, RScR 51, 1963, 87. 


Bibliographical Supplements 


397 


p. 222 1. 17, 32: K. Aland, Kandbemerkung (see to p. 359 1. 9 f. b.), 
27 ff., 18 ff. 

p. 223 1. 15 f. b.: add: O. Kuss, MThZ 14, 1963, 7. 
to §20: p. 226, 1. 4 f. b.: V. Furnish, “The Place and Purpose of Phil III,” NTSt 10, 
1963-64, 80 ff.; C. O. Buchanan, “Epaphroditus* Sickness and the Letter 
to the Philippians,” Evangelical Quarterly 36, 1964, 157 £f. (cf. NT Ab¬ 
stracts 9, 1964-65,75). 

p. 233 1. 15: D. M. Stanley, see to p. 192 I. 22, 65 f. 

p. 233 1. 20 f. b.: W. Kramer, Kyrios Christos Gottessohn, AThANT 44, 
1963, 147. 172. 

to 521 : p. 237 1. 16 f. b.: P. Benoit, “Rapports litteraires entre les Epitres aux Co- 
lossiens et aux Ephcsiens,” Ntl, Anfsdtze, Festschr, J. Schmid^ 1963, 11 ff.; 
H.-M. ScHENKE, “Der Widerstreit gnostischer und kirchlicher Christologie 
im Spiegel des Kol.,” ZThK 61, 1964, 391 ff. 

p. 240 1. 12 f. b.: E. Schweizer now in E. S., 'Neotestamentica, 1963, 299 ff. 
p. 241 1. 16: now E. S., Neotestaiyientica, 1963, 429. 

p. 241 1. 25: W. Schrage, Die konkreten Einzelgebote in der panlinischen 
Pardnese, 1961, 54 f. 

p. 242 1. 16: K.-G. Eckart, “Urchristliche Tauf- und Ordinationsliturgie 
(Col I 0-20 Act 26i8),” Thv 8 1961-62, 23 ff. 
to 52 3: p. 247 1. 21: Cerfaux now in Recueil L. C. Ill, 1962, 265 ff. 

p. 247 1. 24: R. Batey, “The Destination of Ephesians,” JBL 82, 1963, 
101 ff.; F. Mussner, “Beitriige aus Qumran zum Verstandnis des Eph.,” 
Ntl. Aiifsdtze, Festschr. /. Schmidy 1963, 185 ff.; N. A. Dahl, “Der Eph. 
und der verlorene 1 . Brief des Paulus an die Korinther,” Festschr. O. Michel, 
see to p. 45 1. 19, 1963, 65 ff.; P. Benoit, see to p. 237 1. 16 f. b.; G. W. 
Barker, HarvThR 56, 1963, 87 f.; P. N. Harrison, “The Author of Ephe¬ 
sians,” StEv II, TU 87, 1964, 595 ff.; R. A. Wilson, “‘We* and ‘You* in 
the Epistle to the Ephesians,’* ibid., 667 ff. 

p. 2 56 1. 10: W. ScHNEEMELCHER, in E. Hennecke-W. Schneemelcher, 
Ntl. Apokryphen II, ®1964, 54 f. 

to 524 : p. 259 1. 2: J. Allan, “The ‘In Christ* Formula in the Pastoral Epistles,” 
NTSt 10, 1963-64, 115 ff.; J. Schmid, LThK VIII, 1963, 155 ff.; C. F. D. 
Moule, “Luke and the Pastoral Epistles,” in C. F. D. M., The Birth of the 
NT, 1961, 220 f. 

p. 262 1. 28: In justification of the linguistic statistical method: M. P. 
Brown, The Authentic Writings of Ignatius. A Study of Linguistic Criteria, 
1963. 

to 52 1: p. 273 1. 13 f. b.: Rigaux in German (see to p. 177 1. 12 f. b.), 204 ff.; R. 

Gyllenberg, “Die Komposition des Hb.,” Svensk Exegetisk Aarsbok 22 , 3, 
1957-58, 137 flF.; H. Koster, “‘Outside the Camp.* Hebr. 139-14,” HarvThR 
5 5, 1962, 299 ff.; F. F. Bruce, “ ‘To the Hebrews* or ‘To the Essenes,* ** NTSt 
9, 1962-63, 217 ff.; A. Vanhoye, La strticture litteraire de VEpitre aux He- 
breux, Studia Neotestamentica 1 , 1963; E. Crasser, “Der Hb. 1938-63,” 
ThRdsch, N.F. 30, 1964, 138 ff. 

to 526 : p. 283 1. 3: A Strobel, “Die Kirchenbriefe in der nsueren Auslegung,” 
Lutherische Monatshefte 3, 1964, Literaturheft, 1 ff. 
to §27: p. 284 1. 22 : M. Gertner, “Midrashim in the NT,” Journal of Semitic 
Studies 7, 1962, 283 ff.; O. J. Seitz, “James and the Law,” StEv II, TU 87, 


398 


Introduction to the New Testament 


1964, 472 ff.; R. Walker, “Allein aus Werken,’* ZThK 61, 1964, HS ff.; 
K.-G. Eckart, *‘Zur Terminologie des Jk.,” ThLZ 89, 1964, 521 ff.; B. 
Noack, ‘*Jk. wider die Reichen,** StTh 18, 1964, 10 ff. 
to ^28: p. 293 1. 19: J. Jeremias, Die Kindertaiije in den crsten vier Jhdt.ny 
1958, 36; A. R. C. Leaney, ‘T Peter and the Passover: an Interpretation,** 
NTSt 10, 1963-64, 238 ff. 

p. 295 1. 19: C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the NT, 1962, 112 ff. 
to §29: p. 299 1. 16: K. H. Schelkle, “Spatapostolische Briefe als friihkath. 

Zeugnis,’* Ntl. Aufsatze, Festschr. J. Schmid, 1963, 225 ff.; idem, **Der Judas- 
brief bei den Kirchenvatcrn,** Festschr. O. Michel, see to p. 45 1. 19, 1963, 
405 ff. 

to 5^0* P* 302 1. 10: E. M. B. Green, 2 Feter Reconsidered, The Tyndale NT 
Lecture 1960, 1962. 

to 53 1: P* 306 1. 20: H.-M. Schenke, “Determination und Ethik im I Joh.,** ZThK 
60, 1963, 204 f. 

to ^33: p. 316 1. 6 f. b.: Rowley now: ®1963. 

p. 316 1. 1 f. b.: Ph. Vielhauer in E. Hennecke-W. Schneemelcher, Ntl. 
Alwkryphen II, ^1964, 408 ff. 428 ff.; D. S. Russell, The Method and 
Message of Jewish Apocalyptic, 1964. 

to 534: p. 319 I. 21: J. N. Sanders, “St. John on Patmos,** NTSt 9, 1962-63, 
75 ff.; A. Feuillet, L* Apocalypse. Etat de la question, Studia Neotestamen- 
tica, Subsidia III, 1963 (cf. thereto S. Giet, RScR 38, 1964, 71 ff.; 
G. Strecker, Gn 36, 1964, 664 ff.); B. Newman, “The Fallacy of the 
Domitian Hypothesis: Critique of the Irenaeus Source as a Witness for 
the Contemporary-historical Approach to the Interpretation of the Apoca¬ 
lypse,** NTSt 10, 1963-64, 133 fif.; Ph. Vielhauer in E. Hennecke- 
W. Schneemelcher, Ntl. Apokryphen II, ®1964, 437 ff.; A. Strobel, 
“Abfassung und Gcschichtstheologie der Apk. nach Kap. 17:9-12,** NTSt 10, 
1963-64, 433 ff.; G. Harder, “Eschatologische Schemata in der Johannes- 
apokalypse,** Thv 9, 1963, 70 ff. 

p. 331 1. 8: L. VAN Hartingsveld, Die Eschatologie des Joh., 1962, 184 f. 
to Part II: p. 334 1. 21: H. v. Campenhausen, “Die Entstchung des NT,** Heidel- 
berger Jahrbiicher 7, 1963, 1 ff.; C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the NT, 
1962, 178 ff.; A. C. Sundberg, “Dependent Canonicity in Irenaeus and 
Tcrtullian,** StEv III, TU 88 , 1964, 403 ff.; F. E. Yokes, “The Didache and 
the Canon of the NT,** ibid., 427 ff. 

to 53 1: p. 334 1. 5 f. b.: H. v. Campenhausen, “Das AT als Bibcl der Kirche,** 
in H. V. C., Aus der Friihzeit des Christentums, 1963, 1 52 ff. 
p. 337 1. 22 f. b.: E. Flesseman-van Leer, “Prinzipicn der Sammlung 
und Ausscheidung bei der Bildung des Kanons,** ZThK 61, 1964, 404 ff. 
p. 341 1. 29: W. C. van Unnik, “The ^Gospel of Truth* and the NT,** in 
The Jung Codex, ed. by F. L. Cross, 195 5, 81 ff. (see thereto E. Haenchen, 
ThRdsch, N.F. 30, 1964, 49). 

p. 342 1. 19 f. b.: H. J. Frede, “Altlat. Paulus-Handschriften,** Vetus Latina, 
aus der Geschichte der lat. Bibel 4, 1964, 168 ff. 
to 536 : P- 347 1. 9 f. b.: T. F. Glasson, “The Nestorian Canon and the Chinese 
Tablet,** ExpT 74, 1962-63, 260 f. 

to §'^7: p. 3 54 1. 15 f. b.: E. Schweizer, “Scripture-Tradition-Modern Interpreta¬ 
tion,** in E. S., Neotestamentica, 1963, 203 ff. 


Bibliographical Supplements 


399 


to Part III: p. 359 I. 11 f. b.: J. Duplacy, ‘‘Bulletin de Critique textuelle du NT 
I,” 2. Teil, RScR 50, 1962, 564 ff.; 51, 1963, 432 ff. 

p. 360 1. 16: G. D. Kilpatrick, “Atticism and the Text of the Greek 
NT,” Ntl. Anfsdtze, Festschr, /. Schviid, 1963, 125 ff.; B. M. Metzger, 
Chapters in the History of NT Textual Criticism, NTTS 4, 1963; idem. The 
Text of the NT, Its Transmission, Corruption and Restoration, 1964; 
K. Aland, Knrzgefasste Liste der griech. Handschriftefi des NT I, Arbeiten 
zur Textforschung I, 1963; idem, “Glosse, Interpolation, Redaktion und 
Komposition in der Sicht der ntl. Textkritik. Eine Randbemerkung,” 
Apophoreta, Festschr. E. Haenchen, Beih. ZNW 30, 1964, 7 ff. 
to ^3 8: p. 361 1. 21; R. C. Nevius, The Divhie Names in St. Mark, SaD 25, 1964. 

p. 363 1. 7; K. Aland, “Neue Ntl. Papyri II,” NTSt 9, 1962-63, 303 ff.; 
10, 1963-64, 62 ff.; 11, 1964-65, 1 ff. 

p. 364 1. 7: Review by M.-E. Boismard, RB 70, 1963, 120 ff. (list of emen¬ 
dations). Cf. K. Aland, NTSt 10, 1963-64, 62 ff. 

p. 364 1. 20 : J. N. Birdsall, “The Text of Jude in JThSt, N.S. 

14, 1963, 394 ff.; E. Massaux, “Le texte de la I^ Petri du papyrus Bodmer 
VIII ($"=),” EphThL 39, 1963, 616 ff. 

p. 368 1. 12 f. b.: A. Wikgren, “Chicago Studies in the Greek Lectionary of 
the NT,” Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of R. P. Casey, 1963, 96 ff. 
p. 370 I. 14 f. b.: add to Baumstark: A. Baumstart, “Die syr. Uber- 
setzung des Titus von Bostra und das Diatessaron,” Bb 16, 193 5, 257 ff. 
p. 370 1. 7 f. b.: F. Bolgiani, Vittore di Capua e il ^^Diatessaron,” 1962; 
B. M. Metzger’s essay now in Chapters (see to p. 360 1. 16), 97 ff. 
p. 370 I. 1 f. b.: L. Leloir, Le temoignage d* Ephrem sur le Diatessaron, 
CSCO 227, Subsidia 19, 1962; idem. Saint Ephrem., Commentaire de Vevangile 
concordant. Texte syriaque . . . ed. et trad, par L. Leloir, Chester Beatty 
Monographs Nr. 8, 1963. 

p. 371 1. 11 f. b.: J. Kerschensteiner, “Neues zum altsyr. Paulustext,” 

Studiorum Paulinorum Congressus 1, Analecta Biblica 17, 1963, 531 ff.; 

idem, “Beobachtungen zum altsyr. Actatext,” Bb 45, 1964, 63 ff. 

p. 373 1. 6: C. Perrot, “Un fragment christo-palcstinien dccouvert a 

Khirbet-Mird (Acts 10:28-29, 32-41),” RB 70, 1963, 506 ff. 

p. 373 1. 15 f. b.: add to A. Jiilicher-W. Matzkow: Joh., 1963. 

p. 373 1. 10 f. b.: add to Vetus Latina: Bd. 24, 1: 2.-4. Lieferung, 1963-64 

(Eph.). 

p. 374 1. 18 f. b.: B. Fischer, “Ein neuer Zeuge zum westlichen Text der 
Apg.,” Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of R. P. Casey, 1963, 33 ff.; 
F. H. Tinnefeld, “Untersuchungen zur altlat. Uberlieferung des I. Tim.,” 
Klassisch-Philologische Studien 26, 1963; H. J. Frede, Altlat. Pauhis-Hand- 
schriften, Vetus Latina, aus der Geschichte der lat. Bibcl 4, 1964. 
p. 379 1. 4: B. M. Metzger, “Explicit References in the Works of Origen 
to Variant Readings in NT Manuscripts,” Biblical and Patristic Shidies in 
Memory of R. P. Casey, 1963, 78 ff. 

to 5^0: p. 384 1. 4: S. Jellicoe, “The Hesychian Recension Reconsidered,” JBL 82, 
1963, 409 ff. 

p. 385 1. 6 : T. C. Petersen, “An Early Coptic Manuscript of Acts: An 
Unrevised Version of the Ancient So-Called Western Text,” CBQ 26, 1964, 
225 ff. 


400 


Introduction to the New Testament 


p. 385 1. 12 f. b.: The essays by B. M. Metzger now in Chapters (sec to 
p. 360 1. 16), 42 £F. 121 ff. 

p. 386 1. 1 f. b.: E. C. Colwell and E. W. Tune, “The Quantitative Rela¬ 
tionships between Ms-Text-Types,” Biblical attd Patristic Studies in Memory 
of R. P. Casey, 1963, 25 fif.; idem, “Variant Readings: Classification and Use,” 
JBL 83, 253 ff. 

Additions to List of Commentaries 

Mt.: CNT: P. Bonnard, 1963; P. Gaechter, 1963. 

Mk.: to Lohmeyer: Supplement by G. Sass, "1963; A. Loisy, 1912. 

Acts: Cancel Hdb.: E. Preuschen and add: Hdb.: H. Conzelmann, ^1963; NTD: 
G. Stahlin, 1963. 

Rom.: Meyer: O. Michel, 1963; ThHK: H. W. Schmidt, 1963; Ty: F. F. Bruce, 
1963. 

Gal.: A. Loisy, 1916. 

Eph: Ty: F. Foulkes, 1963. 

Phil.: to Lohmeyer: Supplement by W. Schmauch, 1964, 11 ff. 

Col.: to Lohmeyer: Supplement by W. Schmauch, 1964, 39 ff. 

Phlm: to Lohmeyer: Supplement to W. Schmauch, 1964, 86 ff. 

Past.: BNTC: J. N. D. Kelly, 1964; C. K. Barrett, The New Clarendon Bible 
(NT), 1963. 

Hb.: BNTC: H. \V. Montefiore, 1964; Meyer: O. Michel, “i960. 

Jas.: AB: B. Reicke, 1964; HThK: F. Mussner, 1964; Meyer: M. Dibelius (aug¬ 
mented by H. Greeven), ^M964. 

I-II Pet.: AB: B. Reicke, 1964. 

Jude: AB: B. Reicke, 1964. 

I-IIl Jn.: HThK: R. Schnackenburg, ‘1963; Ty: J. R. W. Stott, 1964; E. Gaugler, 
Auslegung ntl. Schriften 1, 1, 1964. 


401 




OS ttK 


4»>4)^-^>4^4^4^-^-U^viv><^wu404^v>«rorororororoK>rv>i-^)-^i-‘i-ii->i 

K>KJh-i— • h-K>0 ^ ^ 

^ OS O isj 


00 00*-iv^w»C000v^'^V>*4»-N|V»*00NJV4s-*i>^-^-S^O*\y*s^NJVJ4^'s4VJV4N|V-^V|'«gS^VJV400^V^00VJ 
V^»OON)r'JOOhJ'^0sV|'^0sV>*00 00rsJ4^000s0srs>»--w*00V4 00 00 00 00 0S00S00S'^00Wts)0srs)'-^ 


s: 

««*. 

$ 


o 

:r 




ti 

OQ 


o 


3 

a. 

o 


H 


I 


3 

o 


OO 

OO 

OO 

OO 

OO 

OO 

OO 

OO 

OO 

Vi 

Vi 

Vi 

Vi 

Vi 

VI 

VI 

Vi 

VI 

Vi 

VI 

Vi 

Os 

OS 

OS 

Os 

Os 

Os 

Os 

Os 

Os 

OS 

Os 

OS 

OS 

w* 










o 

13- 

1.^ 

H-1 

1—> 

1—. 

1—1 





K) 

to 

to 

to 


h-> 

Vi 

Vi 

VI 

to 



Oi 

to 

to 

to 

l_> 

H-l 

1—k 

VO 

VO 

Vi 

H-k 

l_k 

l_t 

4>^ 

<.»4 



to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

1—k 

pk> 

VO 

1 

N1 

OS 

4>- 

to 

1 


1 

4^ 


VO 

OO 

4>- 

1 

4^ 

OS 

1 


1 




1 

ViO 


WM 

1 

4^ 

to 

VO 

1 

OS 

1 

to 

1 

•—» 




OO 


1 

VO 

Vi 

to 

VO 

to 

•p 


o 

VO 

TJ 

r» 

n 

►t 

to 



ft 


o* 






to 


to 


1-^ 







v>« 



to 



o» 



OO 



4^ 




Ms 


4^ 




to 



N| 








Vi 















OO 








OO 

to 





OO 







V>4 

4^ 

VI 


V4 

4>^ 

4w 

OO 

Vi 


to 


OO 


to 



V>* 

to 

OO 


OO 



^ . 

OO 


OO 

Vi 

Vi 


00 



to 



OO 

Vi 

04 

Vi 

OO 


to 

OO 

VO 

Vi 

>-0 

to 

os 

Vi 

Vi 



to 

OO 

to 

o 

M* 

OO 

4^ 


to 

OO 

o 

to 


to 

to 

o 

o 

to 

o 

Vi 


o 

o 

to 

to 

OO 

to 

to 

o 


04 


o 

&> 


Ms 

v 


OO 








OO 




OO 

o* 



OO 











Vi 

Ni4| 




OO 

VI 


OO 



^oo 


cw 

o 



00 


K) 




OS 























Vi 






o 



sx 


o 



OO H-» l-» 

o o o 


I— ►— ^1— ►— >— >— ooooooooooooooo 

H-t I|^ ls> •-> 


OS 

• VO 


4^^^V>•K>^ON^^JN>^Ol—‘(—I—•Osw»v-i 
OCX5K)OS'^4^4 ^'-^N)VO's44^ CJIM- 
I-+N ' . l-*^ Hfv • 


o o o o o o o 

^ V>* I—> 1 -^ l-« 


vovovovovovovovovovovooo 
ro ^ to 


OS 


I 4^ 


n 


H->V>>wt(^>^'SJ4Xi—>wt<^>^00l-->)-AVJv^wt0O»-t0o4^0O00O0O0'^4^NJV>iv^ 

o»-‘i-‘Osio'^os4*‘N>roi-*t—4^4^vitoiowoo'^roo*-‘'«-stoN4v^osto 


OS 


'04>^4^s**'sJ^004>.4»-4»-4^ 

w»N4a\4ks^N4'-/»OOOsV4N| 




a. 

n 

Si¬ 

s' 

w 


5* 


z 

o 




p 

3 

o 

3 


INDEXES OF PASSAGES 















N)rs)rotoN>N>rsiNj»-»i-*t— ►— t—i-* 


<^4k.w04V>»v>*04VdMN>ts>t—>»—‘H-tH-ti 

Ors)OOONO\'-o4^>-*4a^4>^0\4»‘tNJ»-‘ 


' cn 


tn Oi Cm m r' 


O\W004^U4N>00Ni^.. N>N>NJ J • 
II I I 1 I I Nl I-* 

4k 4^ ^ w 


rs> 


NJ 
O »-‘ 


o 


VI N| \j V4 Nl 
VO 0\ vj ON ON 


4k 4^ VJ v>i 4k V4 
OO OO ON O V4 v/» 

^4 O 
ON 


S4oo4>>4kV44>^v>*4^ 
'^1—‘00 00'^004^00 
4k 

oo oo 



4k V4 V>* oo NJ 
Ni O oo On On o On 
vj 


Vi 

V4 


vj 4k oo 
K) On ON o 


41^ 

Vi 


s^ViVi4^4^00V>iVis^4k.v^N^0O 
rNiOOv^ViONOONOO^NJtON)!-* 
Vi "n- 

oo 4^ 


N) N> ro ro to 

V» W 04 o« 


totorotoroK)toroiorototorotororoK>roi--i-‘i-*i-*i-‘>-»H-i-»i-i»-.H-iH-i— h-i-ii-i 

tOtOtOtO>-‘>-‘H->i->i->i-4i->>-kH^i-ii-*i-4|-iOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOooOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 


OnONONOnOnOnOnOnON'^'^'^'^ 


H- VO Vi 


4^ v>4 04 to 

'O 04 ts> ►»* H-» 


H- k- VO V4 
ON 


^ ►+* 


4»‘ to to I-I I-* VO 
4- 4- Vi 4^ 

to 

00 


m 


to l-l H-l H- 
H- oo Vi cn 


t—I H-* oo 04 
^ O Hn 


HK ^ ,L) 
o * 


3^' 


totorototoi-‘H-*i— oo 
oovi'si4k040oON4^ 

^ J-K 


to 

oo 


o 



v-^0000O4\>4Vi000000000000000000Vi00 00ViViViV>4 00 4i>-Viw»00 00ViVi»—»0OVI 
t00400N4>‘'^i-‘4^tOOtOOtOOtOOOi-*i-*VOVOOOONOOOONt0004'^Vi4^04Vi 
TO M ^ ^ 

04 l-< to O •-* 

^ K 

Vi I-H oo 3 ; 


Niv^w^i_iV^OOViwtv^NiTOTOV^ViNiOOTOOO 

'Sii-*t04»0NO4TOr0t00NV^040N0N0NOO4O4 

Vi '00 


totototototototototototototototototototototototototototototo 

TOTOTOTOTOV|ViViVi>siSiONONONONONONONON'-^'^'-^'-NN^'-^N-^4^4»>4»4^ 


totototorotototototototototototototototototo 

4k4k4k4k4k4k^4k4k4kU4WMV^V4V>404040404040404v^ 




^04tOtOVOONON'-Ni—‘I—‘ON^^tO 
04 04CTN'^^ TOt0'04>-j^ 00 


04 

o * 


N.4|4X4k4kv^04V>4l^N>4tO)—‘I—‘VO 
>-i'>i^04tO>« ViViViVrf40N4^04 

' ' ^ 4^“ I ' I_L. ' 

4wcj^r*'to 


o 


oii^v^v^i^oitotoiototoi-taN 

V0ViV4N^4kO4N0Vi4^O4O4v^ I 


c: 


TOTOTOTOO4Vi00V000ViTO'^H-‘O400>-*ViViO400Viw»s^N^N0O4Vi'^'^TOVi 

44>i—‘ t0tO0NTOH-iV0tO00OO4^0Ni-‘4‘-v^'^0NtO'>^t0i— 04Via\'-^»-‘tOV^'^ 


s^v^OO'^TO'^'^0400040N'^TOVi^^TOVi>^TOTO04 

tOi-404tOi-‘tOtOONtOON4^'^4-4'^tOOVOt004040N 


I— to 


S4 

cn 


402 Introduction to the New Testament 

















Indexes of Passages 403 


a 

rs 


u 


K 


K VO T-i 

"n. ^ ^ -1 ON 

0^4^u>^^'TJ-VOVOKO\VOTt•^/^OOKT^K^OO^oor-4VOK^^.Tf^^ 
rs»<''<J"'^VOVOVOVO’^rs|''J‘VOVOjNkhK^VOTt'VOr—'r-iVOVOCOVO^rt-VOVO 


o 

o , 

VM 

0\ f<-k 

OO Tt- VO VO 

f-i K NO 


<N00V0'^f<^OV0*^00O'^t-V0O'^0\TfV0'rt' 
u-.TfvoNooNrN.tNVO'^rN.voKKvoTfi—iKNo 


O 

C'J '>4- 

OV<^ .*••• 

'V'? <»^TT 


VO ov . ov 

<N ^3 <V 


Hh VO crv 
> ^ I I 

• »-^ 1 —I r-« 

•^v^w^vovovovovovovovovovovovovoNovovovovovo 




I 


VOVO'OVOVONOVOVO'O 


00 oo K 

VO i-< VO ov 


C4 

. NO 

Hh —' 


ov 

VO 


Ov Ov ov 

N. r 00 oo 

1-' H-i rvj 


K 

ov 

vo" 

K 


CO ’^OVVOOVOvNOOO 


NO hs. f<-» 

Tf ov VO VO Ov 


VO K VO 
VO Tl- Tl- 


OO OO OO t}- 


t*\ yrf- 

Ov VO VO 




VO 


K 


K. VO K, 

Ov Tj- »<v VO VO Tt 


ov 


VO 


VO 

VO 


VO VO 
VO K 


a 

rt 

M 


u 


fvj 

VO .-H 


O »-l f<V r<v rj* 


Vm r<v rr\ 

^ II 

-,»->^VOtx00o0OVf^«^»^00 
'^KT-'r-t»-H»-t,-i,-^r-i,-»T-H^^fvjCvjrgCM 


, Ov 


^ -r 


. fv| 

^ 7 

NO K K K 

tNCvitNCvlC^CNtvifvirNC^C'ICSfVlCMrJCVIrvlt^Vf^VrOfnr^^r^Vr^-tror^Vt^Vrrvf^Vfr^r^^f^^ri^f^,^,^^,^ 


O •• O . 

-jN Y 7 ^ 7 


O^fv4r«Vr<^rs^00CVOO»-<fv|<N<Nf<V00' 
0vT-Hr-4r-ii-i*-H,-4^r-Hrv4cvirv4(Nrsi(v4rvirvi(^r^ 


VtJ <V1 ' 




u 


§ 


fv| VO 
K -vt* 


K VO oo 


OO Tf O ' 


tJ-^VOKNOOV'^OvNOVO 


'^1 ov '<*• ^ ^ 

?\vors.ooK»rs,vovof<v'<4-vo»^rs.tv.tN * 


I VO tJ- r<V tJ- CV| 1 


»«V Tj- OV VO VO VO ' 


tJ- O 
NO ^ 

r^sOv'^cpo'oorCcvvo 


Tj-^.-<OVtnVO’^VOT}-'<f 


r-4 fv| NO op 


. OV o 

vt5 -r 7 




^ 7 7 vt: 7 

Ofvi'^T^-<^VOVOVbvbovOV*-i»-<»-'»-<<V|rfOOOvOVOVO 


K VO 


VO 

VO VO ov W-T 
VO 't' 


tJ- oo 

VO VO ^ 


^ 7 


»-«CV4<s|>^VOOVOOOOf-«Tt- 




(N CV4 <N CV| fvi (N 











404 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Chapter 

Page 

7:1 

65 

7:1 flF. 

50 

7:1-23 

105 

7:2 f. 

79 

7:4 

70 

7:6 

65 

7:6 £F. 

45 

7:8 

65 

7:11 

81 

7:17 f. 

66 

7:24 

64 f. 

7:24 ff. 

50,80,105 

7:28 

65 

7:29 

76 

7:31 

64,70 

7:31 ff. 

76 

7:31-37 

45 

7:34 

81 

7:36 

66 

7:37 

65 

8:17 

76 

8:21 

65 

8:22 ff. 

64,76 

8:22-26 

45,59 

8:26 

65 f. 

8:27 

64-67 

8:27-31 

66 

8:29 

68 

8:30 

66 

8:31 

65 

8:31 f. 

94 

8:33 

68,76 

8:34 f. 

52 

8:34-36 

36 

8:35 

143 

8:38 

52,66,78 

9:1 

36,100 

9:2 

68,167 

9:2 ff. 

66,174 

9:2-8 

59 

9:5 

68 

9:9 

66 

9:12 

66 

9:27 

97 

9:30 

65 

9:30 f. 

66 

9:30 ff. 

94 

9:31 

65 f. 

9:33 

66 

9:35 

53 

9:41 

66 

9:42- 


10:12 

93 


Chapter 

Page 

9:49 

45 

10 

99 

10:1 

64,93 

10:1 ff. 

50,64,99 

10:2 

80 

10:10 

66 

10:11 

80 

10:12 

70 

10:13-15 

36 

10:13-16 

59 

10:13-52 

93 

10:14 

76 

10:18 

48 

10:21 

64,97 

10:32 ff. 

94 

10:33 

65 

10:33 f. 

66 

10:35 ff. 

174 

10:39 

173 

10:41-45 

36 

10:43 f. 

53 

10:45 

66,104 

10:46 

81 

10:47 

66 

10:51 

81 

11-15 

142 

11:1 

93 

11:1 ff. 

66 

11:1-14:16 

93 

11:11 

64 

11:12-14 

64 

11:15 ff. 

64 

11:15-19 

64 

11:18 

65 

11:20-25 

64 

11:21 

68 

11:23 f. 

288 

11:24 

143 

11:25 

80 

ll:27f. 

66 

11:27 ff. 

36,66 

12:6 ff. 

66 

12:12 

65 

12:14 

70 

12:24 

335 

12:35 ff. 

66 

12:38-40 

36 

12:38a 

64 

12:42 

70 

13 

71,94,318 

13:2 

65,105 

13:3 

68 

13:5 f. 

94 


Chapter 

Page 

13:5-8 

36 

13:6 

100 

13:9 

52 

13:9-25 

92 

13:9 ff. 

101 

13:10 

65 

13:13 

52,81 

13:14 ff. 

101,105 

13:14-17 

36 

13:22 

309 

13:24 ff. 

101 

13:26 f. 

66 

13:28-32 

36 

13:30 

100 

13:32 

66 

14:1 

142 

14:1 f. 

64 

14:3 

144 

14:3 ff. 

145 

14:3-9 

64 

14:7 f. 

144 

14:9 

65 

14:10 

81 

14:10 f. 

64 

14:22 ff. 

174 

14:27 

143 

14:28 

65,71 

14:30 f. 

68 

14:33 

68,167 

14:36 

81,143 

14:41 

65 

14:51 f. 

45,64,68 

14:53- 


15:41 

91 

14:54 

64 

14:58 

143 

14:62 

66 

14:65 

50,70 

14:66 ff. 

64,68 

15:6f. 

49 

15:15 

70,99 

15:16 

70 

15:22 

144 

15:27 

64 

15:32 

78 

15:32 b 

64 

15:34 

97,104 

15:36 

144 

15:38 

65 

15:39 

70 

15:40 

289 

15:44 ff. 

70 

16:1 

289 




6:27-30 




'rorororotoi— i-iH-ii-i*-ii-a»-» 


o*v>*K>V0S40\0\ I I 

1 ^ vL ^ 


N4 CT^ 4*^ M ^* > 

CT\ 00 ON ^ 

^ i:n ir* 

so • • SJ . H- 




I I 


4w : 


•—‘NOV***—»SOV*Jv^'^i—»V>iv>*S04»>NONOSOVO»—‘VOSOSOVOVOVOVOVOVO 
ON>ONO'-^ONtO'-^OOSON»ON'-^0'^0\OOSOOK>ONO\0\ONONN> 

“so "U O -VN Xn HK H*. 


VO>— VOVOVO»-‘VOh- 
'^O'— 0>— H-OO 
X- VO 

O H- 

VO X-i 

'Ll o 


ro 


rs) 


?> 


Os On Ov Ov On On On On Os On 

CTn ON *h1 W 


ONOvO^ONO^^^OvONONO^ONONONONONO^ON'^^'^^'^^^^^^'^^^v•^v/N^>N4k^4^4k4k^ 4k.4k.4k4^^4k4k4^4k4k4k4k4k.4k 
tsJK> N> NJN)N^N>>—*»—»>—*>—»>—>>—»>—ti—tO\tsj>—»N^N>JhoK)K)i-->>—t>—ti—»i—tooi-->»--t^ ^ N^N>J'w»JV->J^v^<->JN>jN>jroh!:>K>Kj!-li!^>-L!-l»LLK*'> 
4»^pOpOOOVO'g'^V40\'-^lvJO l^l^'^OVOVjSvIVONJVliyro ^5^00VOOOOV'-^iv^i-.H-^-V44wU*H-c»ON4>.WO' 


I I 


^ 4. NJ 
./ VO W * 


, - m 

VO • 


»- I 


4. v>i ct^ 
4- * 


o 

tr 


v^V0'*^'^4>^vmV0'O' 

ts^oo>-^40srNJOvooNj 


hO>—>hJ0o4 VO)—>Va»4VOVO4VO00i—> 4V04*-‘V044i—•V»V04.I—ti—iW 
001— 00'^0\'SJOOVO\N4NJooV4>^OOn'sIOnOOOOnNJ^VONJN4oOOS 
-^N|vo 4 so'^'U-^^voXo'^VXo^-^-*^ 


4n>*4h-V04V0>-4>-V0V1s^ 

OvO\VJONlNJooOOv0^004 
X- VO ^ Xo 

O H- V4 

O ' 

VO 


oooooovovo 
p 4 Ui II* 


OvOVv^'^^'-^NO'^00'^'^-l=^-t^»^*^N>N> 

H-O.. VINISi.. H-.. *-*H-*v^ts>VJOVV>*N> 

^ I ^ N I I 


VOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOONJS4VIV4V4N4V4VJN4V40SOnOV 
44N>*—•»—ii—••—‘444v^K)H-*4s»*rOi—*II*II*II*II*II*II*4^U, 
4v>*K>V000h0O| « ^ OVOvN^OOOOv^WNJI I •—'sjro 

.“Si-r'w 

ON*^ N>»VOOS 


n 

ET 


(—»1—»i-*'-^V0n*^'*^'->' 
OOONiVOrON)*—' 
— O Xft 


V0V0V0i-‘^'^V0n.*n4»-‘44v^>-<'-^V044V0V0V0h-»V0v>*»^>-*%V0V0V04'^w»sx»w» 

V04N|OK>rs>4»— \OOOSON»>JOOts)OvOS'^N4H-4^ooOVN>40000000SN)N)rON> 

O X- X- Xo HK X- X^ 

O O K- *004 

4 4 4 


Indexes of Passages 405 
















406 Introduction to the New Testament 


Chapter 

Page 

10:16 

99,143 

10:20 

104 

10:21 f. 

36 

10:23 f. 

33 

10:30 fl. 

98 

10:34 f. 

104 

10:38 

99 

10:38 ff. 

98 

10:41 

98 

11 

33 

11:1-4 

32 

11:4 

80 

11:9-13 

32 

11:14-23 

32 

11:17-23 

32 

11:24-26 

32 

11:29-32 

32,34 

11:33-33 

32 

11:39-32 

32 

ll:30f. 

33 

12:2-10 

32 

12:8 f. 

32 

12:11 f. 

32 

12:13 ff. 

98 

12:22-34 

32 

12:37 

97 

12:39-46 

32 

13:1-9 

93 

13:11 

104 

13:18 f. 

33 

13:18-21 

32 

13:22 

99 

13:33 

99 

13:34 

64 

13:34 f. 

36,32,103 

14:16 £F. 

84 

14:23 

99 

14:27 

32 

13:1 fiF. 

98,104 

13:1-32 

93 

16:9 

98 

16:11 

98 

16:16 

101 f. 

16:16tf 

81 

16:17 

80 

16:19 £f. 

98,168 

17:3 f. 

77 

17:11 

99 

17:11 £f. 

98 

17:20 f. 

100 

17:22-23 

99 

17:22-37 

32 

17:33 

32 


Chapter 

Page 

18:7 f. 

100 

18:8 

104 

18:9 ff. 

98 

18:14 

104 

18:13- 


24:11 

92 

18:17 

97 

18:22 

97 

18:29 

97 

18:31 

99 

18:31 ff. 

94 

19:1 £F. 

98 

19:1-27 

92 

19:9 

98,104 

19:10 

98 

19:11 

97 f.,100 

19:11 ff. 

33 f. 

19:11-28 

32 

19:26 

32 

19:43 f. 

103 

20:20 

99 

20:26 

99 

20:46 f. 

36 

21 

94 

21:8 

94,98,100 

21:9 

101 

21:12 

32,101 

21:12 ff. 

101 

21:12-26 

92 

21:17 

32 

21:19 

32 

21:20 

94,103 

21:20 ff. 

101 

21:21 

94 

21:21<i 

94 

21:21^ 

94 

21:22 

94 

21:24 

103 

21:23 ff. 

101 

21:27 

94 

21:27 f. 

102 

21:28 

94 

21:32 

97,100 

22:3 

93,97,144 

22:4-24:33 

364 

22:14-18 

92 

22:13-20 

94 

22:19 f. 

104 

22:21-23 

46 

22:24-27 

36 

22:24-32 

94 

22:24-38 

92 

22:30 

144 


Chapter 

Page 

22:31 f. 

98 

22:34 

144 

22:33 

32 

22:30 

104 

22:31 

98 

22:34- 


23:49 

91 

22:36-66 

46 

22:61 

98 

22:64 

30 

22:69 

100 

23:2 

99 

23:4 

99 

23:3 

99 

23:6-16 

92 

23:14 

99 

23:18 

48 

23:18 f. 

99 

23:20 

99 

23:22 

99 

23:23 

99 

23:23 

99 

23:27 ff. 

98 

23:27-31 

92 

23:39-43 

92 

23:40 ff. 

98 

23:43 

97 

23:46 

98,102 

23:47 

99 

23:49 

97 

23:33 

97 

24 

36,111,123 

24:10 

93,97 

24:12-33 

92 

24:26 

104 

24:33 

110 

24:36 

110 

24:44 

333 

24:36 f. 

113 

24:47 

104 

24:49 

no 

24:30 f. 

109 

24:30-33 

no 

24:31 

109 




Jolm 

1- 

-20 

148 f.,131 



164-67 

1: 

;1-18 

133 

1; 

:1-13; 

:10 364 

1; 

;3 

343 




V>* 04 W 

04 04 04 0> 0» 0> hO 
4^ 04 N) I—• »—» On 
C?\ 04 
• O 


04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04< 


»o*o40404N>N>roN)rororots>rotoK>»->i-4H^»-iH-4»-4H-ii-4H-k»-4H->i 


K>NJ|—‘H-‘I—*»—‘VON|'^04v#»K>»-4 

m ^ * 


m 


ro *1- Cft 

H- VO • 


•-‘•-‘►-*>_*-^^-^4^4^O4O4O4tON>r0K>K)»-ii-4i-*i-»H-44-»V40N 

^ • • .03 

too* toro 

• V4 


n 

sr 


4..v^v^s^v^4».ONON4^-U4-‘'^'-^ON'.^v/»4k.'^4»>v-^4^N^4^4^4>‘'^4^4^'^44>4»»4i>>44>ONOvON'^4^0\4^i-‘44.4^44.0N»-*'-4»0\w*ONv.>»o\'-^ fc» 

O4OOOOCNK>4^O40Nrv)OOC7NOOV0OO4OO4O0NO404|\>O4»s>4-*'s4o4O4rs>rs>00VJV4s^4».v>4r0\0O4N0tN>'^044^O4K)04t0O4 (n 



OV 

Ov 

ov 

Ov 

Ov 

ov 

ov 

ov 

ov 



ov 

ov 

Ov 

OV 

Ov 

Ov 

Ov 

Ov 




ov 













Ov 

Ov 

Ov 

Ov 








04 

04 

04 

N> 

N> 

K) 

u. 







44 . 

04 

04 

04 

04 

04 

04 

N> 

N> 

ro 

H-k 

Ha 

N4 


VJ 

Ov 

44 . 

04 

•-* 

4-4 

VJ 

44 . 


VO 

4>. 

0 

V| 

VI 

0 

ov 

•—4 



m 




VO 

VI 

ov 

04 

V.44 

rv> 

VO 

00 

04 

00 

ov 

cn 

►+» 


m 



1 


1 


44 . 



1 

04 












►+4 


1 

04 








• 










ov 



04 

VO 














ov 














00 


5k 



































04 



»-.4 


►-4 



1—4 


»—4 

04 






•-* 

04 






04 





44 . 

Ov 

Ov 

4^ 

4*. 

Ov 

44 

1—4 

44 . 

4^ 

44 . 

44 . 

44. 

44 . 

4». 

44 . 

44 . 

44 . 


4>. 

44 . 

44 . 

4^ 

4^ 

ov 

04 

OV 

ov 

Ov 


44 . 

H-k 

44 . 

4^ 

44 . 

Ov 

04 

N) 

4^ 

04 

VO 

|N> 

VO 

N> 

VI 

VO 

VI 

VO 

VI 

VI 

VI 

VI 

44 . 

04 


44 . 

to 

04 

Ov 

04 

04 


04 

N> 

tv3 

VI 

00 

N> 

VO 

04 

OV 

04 




ro 


4^O'^0\0s0N'-^4i»'00^ 

'> • a p* 


. 44^ 44. 4^ 

> SJ 04 VO 04 


44. 

ov 


44. 44. 

ov Ov 


o 

sr 


34 

Org 


roroK>N>K>K>roK>tors>N>rs>i-^i 


»-**—OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOVOVOOOOOOOOOOOOONIVJV|V|N4VIVJNJVJOV 


4- C?^ 


r'cn VO CO m 


4^ 04 04 04 04|.J|-.>I—•VboO'^H-4>-4»—4 
>-.4Vi^4..04H-4K>V044-rS>l-4l-40 • ^ 

4 -K ' ' ov p« 

04 to 

VO VO 


04 04 t04-.4|—>»-lN^4^04t--4H->»-404N>l 
VJ>-4N>Nis^0404^00NOVOO»^ 

' ' kk 1 ' • 

. oo ^ K> 

VO 44 .. ro 04 

4-* 5k 


o 

ET 


o 


Cv44.44.0v44.44.44.44. 


.Ov.44.^^4xv^444k0v440v0v44-44.44.0vv40v44.0v44.44.0v0v44.0\0v!^0v!^l^l^!^!^cv0v0v0vs4^x^ 
i04444^4k.04N>04roOON>04 00j.4)04^K>v/V04CvV44tOOvN>t\>OvrN3ropvN>OVOVOvV.4»V4404040404000's40 


044>4|— 

O 444 .Ov 44 - 44 . 44 .OVOV w 

'^Ovv4*N)Ovroo444. Qrg 


44. 

VO 


ov 


ov 

44 . 


Indexes of Passages 407 














oooooooooooooooocoooooooV|'S40\CnO\OsO\Oso\Os^^^'^'-^^^' 

’k> N> N> ^ ^ ^ 


VOrois>v>*v>*N)Nlv^N>i-‘ 

' . HK ^ Jx 




,4:k4k.4k.4^V^O*V/*v^'-»*v*»v^v>*ViMV^NJN>ls)N)tOls>hJNJNJ 

. U» U* C* v>* U» ro ro 

0O4^VlCT\'^ts>'-*'4-^‘ 

W ?• 


tV>*UMV>*rON>N>*—‘tJi 
t-‘ONC\ OOOS^V^OOn , 


o 

tr 




. . . . >v>»»—> 1 —‘l-^l 

l0^4«-0^4>‘0^0^4^4».^^•— '^4>‘4^4 »-On4»>4^^4»‘^ON^4»-' 


v>» 


I 


rorors>N>rON>N>N>rOK>N3N>K)K> 


NJ K) N> 
4»- 4^ 4^ 

HK ^ 


N> K) 
4^ \j* 


t\> 

IvJ 


N4 


VO 



K)hs)N>N)rorotorors>rotoK>i-* 

•-*OOOOOOOOOOOVO 


ro K> K> 00 

•-» O O 4^ 4>. w* 

r' 


N> ro 

I 

00 




VOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOOOOO 

U*U*C*rorC>rs>rv>»-^^'-j 

wt4^4:^VOOOOvO\VJ OV| 

^ .L t-K »-K 


o 

s- 



\^oo>-*vok)v»*4^o 





4>* 0\ On 
OO ON ON 


‘I—■— ■— 
ON4»*ON4»‘4»^45-ON4»>ON4i*'^4»‘4»‘4^0NONONON4»*ON'-»4j.4^0N^ONONON-^ONONON 
ONOO^OOOOOOOnVJi—» 00*—‘VOV>*V^'^'^'^'-^OOON'>^VOVObJ4^0N'^ON4^V^4^V^ 


* 4^ •-* •-‘ 
\0 ON On 
- 4^ 


4^4k4k4fc4k^o*v>*\>*OJV>*V»*v>*v>»v>*K>loK>K>NJK>K>h0hJMK)K)h4K>K>fOf0^^^^i 




4^ hJ O VO N) I I 

K) ct^.. .. 

• |_* • H-i 

ro ON 


4k4».u»v>*v>*ro*-‘i-*i-‘*--t— vow 
K)N>oowv>*4^v4N4\^4k.4k 






ON'^'-mwNJh- 

m 1^ m ^ 5 • m 


00V4N4onOnOn4^W 




JL cn 


w N> ro 


n 

sr 


I^C»vjIIIro^^toroiol-roiororoioi-*ororoK)roro»--roH-i-‘is>roo»—ioroioro^o«— oroH-ojororoop-jo^roooo 
w4>>4k.oov^ON i-ii-i»-»oo4^4».4^v^4^vjro4^v^4^v^i-‘Oo4^oovow4^rooo4^vowv^'j^vo^Jov^^^H-»ov^vootooro^vo^ 

'Ul M%'I-iOO»-K't-*i-‘i-»»-» ^ *~* *~" ^ 

ro roro ro ’ osvo*rororo>- ^ 

4^ 4i.v» oo>-‘N>^ ^ 


ro 


u 

OQ 


ro 


408 Introduction to the New Testament 




















•"-OOOOOOOO 




4:k. VO i_A 

4^ £5^ • H- 


vo VO 


VO VO 

Kf* V** 
I—‘ »-* 

I 


I I' s-^KiN>OV|SJ\-^NJO 

N^ • • 1:4 4^ t?\ 

.. 4^ • N) • 


ro to N> ^ w 


ro 


4w K> 

4^ 4^ v>* ^ ^ ^ 

I hk ^ 

00 tu • • 




o 

ar 


K) NJ 

I m 


VO •- •-* 
I—» o N) 
InJ >-* 


Ni V>J O ►-**-» »-» 
N> N) OO N| OV 


H-i ro H-i 

O 4^ NJ 
4>» ^ 4^ 


'v4ts>v^v>*V44>.totvi4i.u*4*‘S^V000V0^00'^00V^4>-4^4i‘V4^>^r^004>‘0vK>N4?SJSK?4 

N) M-> '!_* 

irt ^ ’ ro NJ 

to N> w 4^ 




4. 4> 4^ 

»-* OV CN 

z ^ 

tpt • 




4 ^ v>« v>* v>* Vi^> ' 


V^V>4V>*V^V»V>iOJV>*V>4V>>V/A 


v^v>*v>*K>N)»— k»--i-ivoVOV4>^4>. 
Ov'-^o*\4S4ov.. ^ 




to ro »o r^ 

oo »-* 


K>NJNJN>roK>(sJN>K)rot-* i-^»-tH-ii^H-ti->t-«i-it-<H-t 


N^to roroi-*H^H->rs>»-^H^H^ 
'^V>*SJN>0 I 
w I ro N> ^ 

4w v^ * 


rors)N>N>roh4i--iH^t->N 

0O's|NJOv4‘NJVOVOVO. 

' l-K • ' » 

v>* Ch ro * 

o * o ON * 


n 

ar 


»-*rsj»-i»-»»-iisjH-^-*i_. 
N>ovrors>i—>voH-ii—i)—k 
OO0\V0»-i4i.'-^0000 


v>4 v» v^ t—t VO 
4^ O 4^ 00 o\ 


OSi-iK-iH-»OV»-‘>-‘t-k»-*H-k*-»i-»»-» 

voNJhJ^voH-kN^roroNjvoi—ro 

, 4*- Ov ^ 4^ 
HH To H-» 
o» * VO VO 
4k to 


VO 


ts> VO — 4^ 
VO T-i 
VJ ro 


H-ov^-roovi—toi-kt— H-i 
VOVOOOOVOVMOOtOtOt—>1 
Y»-^4^V0|^4^V04^4^0v 
VO to •-K VO "t- 

V4 4k • VI VJ 

HK VO 


1-4 VO H- ►-• K) 

K) oo ro to ro ro oo 
v>* 4^ 4^ '-^ V4* to 

* to O 


VO 

N| 


•—*—>-* »-* ‘Ti 

to to f* u 

4^ 4^ ON V| 00 


OVCVOVOVCVONONOVOVOVOV'-^'^ 


wt 


»—>•—>I-4h->Ovv<^ 4^V^)—>H-4 ^ ^ O* 04 04 V>» o* O* , 


tk 


O VO VJ VJ N ON 
I I ^ 

1-4 04 E$^ 


tororotototototoi-4i-4^-*-4H-ooviON4k04to^^^l4 

VOOOOOV44|OK>rOOVOVJCNV*4V>4__ ^ , , 


to io N) io to ^ 1^4 

4k to 4-4 O VO 

tU ^ r' 

On • • 


Xi 

o 


H-» to to 
to to to 
SI ^ 


to VO I— 
to SJ 


to 

V>4 


oo 


to 

VO 


to 4-* to »-• JO lo to 

OV VO OV •— VO VO 4k 

O to O CO ON sj 4k 


OV to 
VO VO 
N 


to 

04 


to oo 
4k O 


to 

NJ 


o 


to 

oo 


to o VJ 
CO JO ON 


04 

4k 


»-4 lO 

to oo 
V44 VO 


to 

VO 

00 


to 4-> 4-4 

VO to to 
OV oo VO 


to to 

oo oo 


*-» 4-4 to to 
to to oo oo 
U4 1-4 VO VO 


to to 

V44 oo 


to 

VO 


to to to 
4. 4k 4^ 




to 

VO 


to to 

4k ^ 


04 

-4 


VO * to 
k.^ oo 


VO 

CN 


to to 

OV 4- 


VO 

ON 


to to 

ON O 


to 4-t 
VO 4-4 


to 

o 


Indexes of Passages 409 


















410 Introduction to the New Testament 


Chapter 

Page 

16:19 ff. 

234 

16:33 f. 

228 

16:35 

134 

16:39 

114 

16:40 

227 

17:1 

126,181 

17:1-10 

182 

17:2 

182 

17:4 

181 f. 

17:5 flf. 

182 

17:6 

114 

17:7 

99,114 

17:13 f. 

182 

17:14 

183 

17:14 f. 

182,260 

17:22 flF. 

118,130 

17:27 

119 

17:28 

119 

17:30 

134 

17:31 

121 

17:31 f. 

119 

18:1-5 

184 

18:1-17 

199 

18:2 

98,179 f., 


225 

18:2 f. 

200 

18:4 

200 

18:4 fiF. 

200 

18:5 

182f.,199, 


260 

18:8 

200 

18:9 f. 

123 

18:11 

180,200 

18:12 

179 

18:12-18 

180 

18:15 f. 

114 

18:17 

205 

18:18 f. 

225 

18:18^ 


21:15 

180 

18:23 

91,192, 


197,238 

18:24 

201 

18:24 flf. 

200,282 

18:26 

225 

18:27 

134 

19:1 

134,197 

19:1 

157,162,197 

19:6 

122 

19:8 

122 

19:9 

134 

19:11 f. 

122 


Chapter 

Page 

19:21 

265 

19:22 

205,228, 

234,260 

19:27 f. 

119 

19:29 

193 

19:37 

114 

20:1 

234 

20:1 f. 

207,215 f., 
228,265 

20:1 if. 

230 

20:1-3 

207 

20:2 

191,197 

20:2 f. 

220,265 

20:2 fl. 

265 

20:2-16 

215 

20:3 ff. 

228 

20:4 

134,182, 

192-94,245, 

260 

20:4 ff. 

265 

20:5 

272 

20:5 f. 

265 

20:5-15 

125 

20:6 

220,234 

20:13-15 

126 

20:15 

134 

20:15 fif. 

265 

20:16 fF. 

265 

20:18 ff. 

118 

20:25 

122,265,273 

20:28 

123,130 

20:29 £. 

114 

20:35 

336 

20:38 

265 

21:1-18 

125 

21:8 

32 

21:18 

125,289 f. 

21:18 ff. 

291 

21:20 ff. 

114 

21:25 

128 

21:28 

233 

21:29 

265 

22 

114 

22:1 ff. 

118 

22:5 ff. 

117 

22:18 ff. 

123 

23 ff. 

179,233 

23:6 f. 

119 

23:11 

123 

23:11 ff. 

364 

23:26 

176 

23:26 ff. 

255 


Chapter 

Page 

23:29 

23:33- 

114 

26:32 

229 

23:35-27:1 

92 

24:2 ff. 

114 

24:5 

119 

24:17 

132 

24:23 

245 

24:25 

122 

24:27 

179,229 

25:7 f. 

115 

25:7 ff. 

233 

25:8 

114 

25:11 

231 f. 

25:20 

265 

25:25 

114 

26 

114 

26:2 ff. 

118 

26:4 f. 

127 

26:6 f. 

115 

26:12 ff. 

117 

26:10 

119 

26:14 

119,132 

26:22 f. 

115 

26:23 f. 

119 

26:26 

98 

26:29 

119,121 

26:32 

114,231,265 

27:1-28:14 

131 

27:1-28:16 

125,132 

27:5 

134 

27:7 ff. 

265 

27:41 ff. 

95 

28 

265 

28:1 ff. 

265 

28:13 

224 

28:14-31 

229 

28:15 

217 

28:16 

125,229 £., 
245 

28:17 ff. 

233 

28:19 

231 

28:23 

122 

28:25 ff. 

118 

28:28 

115 

28:28-31 

115 

28:30 

112,181,229 

28:30 f. 

114 £.,234, 
245,265 

28:31 

90,99, 

122,134 





^ ^ 

H-l ^ H-l H-‘ H-* 

CR ^ 


ON 0\ Os ' 


i4^v^vmv>*v^wwv^< 


V^UJV*v^V>iK>tOK>rs}N}N}K>^>-^^ •-<•—•)—>^»->i-<i.^»->i-->t—i)-^H->H->»-> 


Njosi—‘N^rs>rororoK>K>K>Njrooo>— *-‘Nj»-»^i—•►-.voNj n>*->»-> 
•—‘VOOO'^4!‘4^Wi--*— lO ' '^'v|'s|On4^»^ n>vonj 






^ K> 


ON ON 4i^ ' 
On 


m 




” ” I 


n 

ET 


ro Ni K» to N) KJ 
ro to I— ro 

OO VO CO to 


tON^rooii-»rotototoi-‘i->ONH-*»-*K)iototototOH-itoto»—toto»— f—toto 
tooorooN'^»-‘toi—•ootow'v4toto4^>^roto«—‘i-^toi—‘toto»—‘4^roto'sjro 
>—*0J|—‘0*0001—‘VOOOVOO V0N0O*O-*>—‘I—•OOVOVOOOtO'OVOi—‘V0V0N4>-» 


totototoroto^i-* 

tOH-^-vavj 

\0(—N4w»c»N0'S|Sl 


to to to 
to to to 
O* to to 

to iL> 
-to 

to to 

ON N) 

VI 


On On On On On On 
NJ wt v>* o* »-* 1-^ 


ON 


4^ 4^ 4:k O* o* 




V4 4^ ^ 

Eft I ^ 

to to 
4^ o* 


tOtOtOH- I 


•—OOOVO'OVOVOVOOOOOOONi 


ON o* 




4^N>»,liO*0*t0t0i-‘l—>1 


Eft 


54^ 


H-» to to I 


o 

ET 


to to 
to to 
O 4^* 


to 

to 


to 

to 

4^ 


to 

to 

JO 

to 

to 


to •-• 
to oo 


to to 
to to 
O* O 


to tv> 
ON 


H-i to to •— 

oo to o* oo 

o o o o 


to 

On 

On 


to 

to 

o 


to to to to 


vj oo NO 00 


to 

to 

to 


to to to to 
to to to to 
to to to ^ 

HK M-V 


totototototototo 

tOH- o4‘4i-4‘>IOtO 
•—‘VOOOh-ONV*»w»4^ 


to to to to 

O* VO VO VO 


to •-* to 
to to to 

I— VO ►- 


to to to f- to to to 
to h- •-> to 4^ •-> •-> 
to VO o* VO VO VO 


to to H- to to 

»-* 4k VO to to 

VO V^ VI to to 


to 

to 


to 

On 

ON 




00 

o 


ON On On ^ 


!-»»-• VOVOV**H- H-H-l 

B> r-ca 

ca • • 


4v.4^4^4‘^4‘-4^o*o*v**o*u*tototOtOtOi—‘t—*1—*•—*1—» 



to 

to 


4“ — NO oo NJ 

Et^ En En 4* 

• • * ON 


tOn-t—'—l-* 

On oo v>* to to 


^ ^ pi 


to H- , 
^ I 

ON 


I 


to to »-• to i-k to to 

O O VO O VI o o 

O O VO o oo oo o 


to to to to to to to 
0 0*00000 
4* O 4^^ 4»k 


to to 
^ o 


to to to to to 

o oo vj 
4^ O to VJ 


to to 
4. 4^^ 
to 


to 

o 

4* 


to to H- to to to 
^-^00*000 
O* O O to I— *-> 


to to 
o o 
o to 


to 

o 


to to 
o o 


to 

o 

oo 


►-* to 

oo o 

ON oo 


to to 

ON I— 

o o 


to 

o 


to 

w 


tJ to to 

0 4^ oo 

*— o* to 


to 

o 





s* 

to 


OnOnONOnOnOnOnOsOnOnONON 


to 

to 

VJ 


to to 
4^ 


to 

• VJ 


to to 
o* to 


to to •-* H-> t-k l-> H-> 
»- O VJ \J VJ ON ^ 
to Ek rv 
o * 


o 


to to to to •-* H-k to 
to to to o VI o to 
to to to o 00 O* 

>-t> Kj 

to 


to to to to to 

to »-k to to to » 

k^ »-* 0\ O ^ 

To o* ^ 

o* o* 

ON ON 


Indexes of Passages 411 
















412 Introduction to the New Testament 




VO VO o i-ho r-i o—•—'r 

0CrK00CS0vf^00»^KOV0KV0000000V00’^’^Or-tOOV0<viTj-(NJfNa\»<V»^0VK*-('^K 


OV 


ONOVr-^OOOO^OO^KOOOOTfi-Hr-i'^^-OO 


Or-.T-ir-t.-.Ot-<OOOKrff^rv. 


^f^fMooCNJKvrfOOK 
,-ii-i00»-iOt}-00»<^i-«0V 


i-iC^CS»-'<^4CN*-i<N*-'r'4<NCMC'4CV|CV|CNC'l*-'r^<NC^CMfM(NCSCv|>-'C'iC'4C'4»^Cv|CV|C^'-'CMCSCS»-HCq»<^r-i 


1-1 o »-' . 

CVJ^ CM 

CO* Cv VO VO CV OV 

O o O O O <M 

<M CM CM CM <N »-• 


u 


; ^ 


a, Xh ^ 


vt3v4: vti Y 


ya yti 


CM 1—ii—itnT'VrO'^v^'^VOVO 

T^Tl^rlicMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCNCMrMCM 




VO 


- K 

II r vti 

“M* 'M' K K ^ ... 

i-tr-ir-Hr-ii-ii-H'M-VOr-lT-li-ii-ir-iCMCMtnTt-^OOi-ii-H 
CMrMCM<MCMm»<V»<vr»Vr<Vc«Vr<VfO'^'M‘'Tt-Tj-Tj*Tj- 


'»t- K 


• • >tJ ^ Vt3 

'*^^»-<.-4CM»^'<i-VOOO 


VO o 

f<v rr\ 


o 

o 

r<V 

CM 


oo 

oo 


oo 

oo 


IM 

o 

CM 


o o 
o ^ VO 

CM CM CM 


CM 

CM 


fs^O^OvOi—•0000«^N.M‘»^V0CM»^»^»^r<V«^'^»^'^O*/^M’»^<M«^mO*^V000*^ 
1—•O00V0^S,00CM^sO001—iOOrMr*VOOt<VOv»—•0vOOOr<VOO00O»<vOC»OOOOm|Ns,i—< 
KkCMVO*^'-«fM»-<CMCMr-<«^»-'CMCM»-«CMr-tCM»-'CMCMCMCMCMCMi-<CMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMfni-iCM 


Oi 

rt 


u 



. oo . . . 

VtJ CM v±2 Vtt \tJ . CM . 

^CMOOe<VlMO»-<00 ,<4-1 , q 

KCvCV»-<CMCMCMCMr<Vi^»^i-i»y^i-'»^»^»^*^*^VOC»»^ 

»^v«.»^<^»^vn<^»^i^i^*/^VOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOM5VO 


1-I CM CM CM 

I 11^ I 

OCM»<V»^KOVO»-'CM 
^-•^r^i^t^rHcMCMCM 
VOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVO 


i 

o 


r-l oo O VO 

^ o VO 

CM rn 

VO M- VO I-H rC r-t 
Or-lOr-iKVOrf 
CM CM CM CM CM CM 


r<\ 

CM 

rC OO OO CM 
O O O 1-1 ^ 
CM CM CM CM CM 


rv Op cjv 


•• • <44 ^tS 

r> Hi M-j v+H 

I ^ »<V r<V r<V M" 


CM 

CM O 

OOVOVOVO .OCVVO 

CM CM ^ ^ 

♦^cToOrn'^^Ovo'^’-'VOf^OOM-CMOf^OVOrJ-r^OOVOVO'^M' 
OOrMOM-M'Ort-M-»-'r^OCMOM-OOCMOOOi-'f<v»^M’»^ 
CMCM*—•CMV^'^CMcM'^CMdVCMi—'CMCMCMCMi-^CMCMCMCM»<V»<V'^CM 

CM 


. . ^ K 

<44 <44 »<V K ^ 

t<^0r(V01-^f<^0♦<^r*^CM0^<^0*^**i.f<^0^»^^<^»<V^<^M■»^’^0CM 
OOOOOO^OOOOOOOOM'VOOOM'M-M-M-'^OOOO 
CMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCM*^*^CMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCM 


OO 


rt 

-fl 

u 


CJV ^ 

I O CM oo O 
1-H 1-1 i-< i-H ^ CM CM 


O I O 
V ’-' VO l-H 


^ 


M- K M* 


I 


i-lVO»^rMl |'*^lMOOi-<rrxVN | 


CM CM M- OO 


T-. 


^p_^,^C^,_^,_its,0_i^,-i-HCMCMCMCMf^i-«»^CMcM<M»^CMi^»^»^»y^CM 


'i>rMKKrM^M^srslMrMrMoocoooooooovcJvcvovcJvcvovc^1c?vcxv(J\ 















o 


o 

N> 


O VO VO VO VO VO 

Ja M ro 


VOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 


H- cn 


OO CO oo 

o\ IL 

I 

rs> 


oo V| VI VI vj V| VJ 
*-* I—» H-I oo oo o\ 
NJ ^ 

m r' • • 


osc^c^o\o\c^ovc\o\ 
J_»h-»h-^^I*VOOOn^W 
I 4^ ^ H- ^ I 

•1^ I I I t-i 

VI V| — 


Os ov ov 

Im N> ^ 


o 

&- 


^o^J^o^o^oro^J^o^OH-^^o^J^>ro^J^JroK^^o^oN)^o^>^3N)^>^)^o^)^J•-‘^o^--l^JNJro^oK)^J^o^o^J^J^iN)ro^-l^Jts)N>K>ro^o 
oo*— iOh-o*—‘O4^004^O'-‘*-‘O*-‘*-**-**-*OO*-‘»~*Oh-Oi—‘O0SH-»00hj00»-*^OoO»-*h-O^»-*h-‘OV^ 00V^*— ooo*-* 
00 00VM00V>*00'-*0S»-‘OH-'s|S^4^0\VMV*»OV>*V|V|Vi^V>i'V|v>*N|'^0^H-»o0SO0sON)0S0\00>—k4wv>*Os4xV^Vrf»4ii.OOOSOs-l>^ 
hkhkninj^K) Isj hsi-*^ 'ivj mTo »-k ^njn)'-v^n>n) i-n'ro n> n>k>n> 

•i Jh-*!—‘ v*»0 *-* - Os Os*-* - Oi-»os’'*'— *-*JO •—* o»—* 

rs>lv>s/»i—» 00 N> »-*0 N> OOv^o^tOv-^^N^Os *v> 4*-V|4:k 


ti 

00 


ts> 


ro 


ls> 


04 


O4O4K>rv)rsJr\JN}N>N>N>N>rs>N)N>N>tOrs>N0tON>*-**-**-*i-**— 


•-‘•-‘OOOOOOOO 


NJN>N>*-*»-*i-*r-uh-*i->*->»-*i-* 

*-*OOVOOOVJOsOsOs4‘‘V^N> 


‘ *- 


*-‘V44^rs)*-*0*rs>K>t>OK>i—*-»^-^»— |-»I-*SOOOV|V|OS' 
*-* bJ0SV**rs)O00CS'^O4O4|s>N> 


t*' VO 


n 


^OOVIv-^OjNJK)*-*!-* ^ 


04 N> K> K) N> 

04 o o •-* o 

OS VI so N) VI 


^oro^J^o^J^o^o*-*^o^ororoN>»--*^o^304Ha|Ol-4H-*^o^oro^o^oK>^ov>^o^o•--‘^Ol-4^s>ro^o»-‘^o^>*-*|^J^ororo^oK> 
000«—•*—‘►-‘►-‘OOOOOOONJOO*—‘VIOVISOOOOO*-*'—‘OO*—‘OOOKJOOOOOVO*—‘OOOOOOO*—‘O 

V| 00 V4 o V44 G O'-M00 00'^S0'OV0S0S000S0V0V0V|S0V0S0V0O4ls)S0V0o4S0V»400OO00S0V|O4S0O4S0V0V0V0O400 

•^NiV) N)N> 'ninjTo lo'ro'ro 'K) 'rs> 

-*-*•-* 4^»-* U4I-.I-I 0»— O *-* *-* 

040404 rs>i_* V004VO oo i—* 


N> 

Os 


K> 


ro 


4w.t4>4*>44‘-^4*>4*>4*>4*.4*>4)*O4O4v>404O4O4O4O4O4O4K>roroK)K>rs>N>ror0h0h4N) 


iV0V00000'^4*-O4O4N)»-*N)r\>N)*-i*-*i 


O 


tn 






ION>>—*»-**-*•—*»^»—*t—*H^|-4|—>|_>t—*H-*H-4 

^ ^ Os OS Os K) 4^ 


o 


n 

tr 


V0V0S0S0S0V0N)S04*‘V0*-‘4*‘V0S0V0O4'S|S0V0V0V0V0V0O 00 00 V0>-‘V0N)V00ShJV0r0K)V00000V0V0V000O4S0V0V0V0V|S0 

0444.^^^N)^OVO'^^ON>S004^)4lk^)OV^^✓|^sJ04V^»4k.O'—‘OS04^00N^00N^i-*00'-*»00 00N)S0ON)'-^4*-O40\^^>*V^Vrf4N4V|4k, 

'*-* K> "ro To H-* '*-* 't- HK *-kT-* T-* T-i 

V0^»—* VOJ VOVO-V|*Jso VO V004 

o»voso N|04 v|N^rosov>44^ vi *-‘Os 

o *-* o VO 

- os 


Indexes of Passages 413 















to H- 

♦-* ro I 
to 




4^^ • 


N> to 

H-» 0\ 




tototorotororororotototoN)N)totototowrou*ro 

4k.O\N)tOO\4s^tO>-*'—‘'^4^0*0*K)ONl-**-‘*00*VOrsJoo 

►-K To lo To ^ 

• 4i. w, • « 

4k oo ON 

ON 


ONO\ONOnOnONON'-^'^w^v^'^n^v-»4^v^^^^^^^^-^ 
^II*II*^i—»OOi—‘i—‘>-*i—‘i—»»—*•—‘i--‘NJ-^0*tOtOt-*tOtO>—‘I—‘ 

CNV^rOtOH^ 0N'^V>»O*V^hJO H% VtVM 


ro ro VO 

VO oo 
4k O 


^t^v^CjVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVOVO 

v^^orooo4k4k4k4k'vJ^^4k0^v^4kO«4k^ov^ro 

» vio ^ 

To ^ 


O 


ro 


4k4k4k4k4k4k4k4k4k4k4k4k 

»_* O* • 

ON 


4 ^ v>i v» OJ v>» o* 
^ ro H ^ 


v>*v>JWVi»*N>*v>*v>*o*VA»o<v^o*rororororororotorororororotorororororo^to 

I—‘►l*OOONON'^0*torOi-* 
•-* <=> 


vooo'0'^4kv^roro»—•^-l■—‘roro^—H-* 

tnr' -*ovovo 


VI On '-^ V*» H-* I 


r' r' ro !4\ 
ro • 




VO 


torototoo.torotorororororororororororotorotorororororororororo^to|o^Mroro^rototoro^toMro^Mrorororo 

S;^S^t3-^S^^^^^?ISSSJ^^^w2^lC2;-^^2l4k^:^w4kCNOOfOaN4kH-^OV|4kON-OOH-ON^^V^V^tOO*VJv^rOOO 

r+v T^Tot-^ToToj-KToro j^To 

• 4k o.w,4 w,cn*'^'^ ::2 X!!2 ON 

On Oi ON 


J-kTo 

4k 


ov*—‘v^u«tov^'k4v^rom 
H-kTo 

4k 

To 


O 

ET 


CW 


vooo'k40N4k4kOiV<loro 


SJON4kO*t— H-H-H-H- 


oj ro 


totorotorororororororororororororororotororo 

rov>iroo«»rovrfJv^toroojojv^ro4kN>»ro'-M'-»Jo*v^rov>* 

OONVO'-k»VOi-‘rO^OOO'^CNVO>-*V4VO'-^'-/»ON'««^000* 






ONOVONONONONON'-N'-^'^'^'^^k/'^^^^^^^;^^^^^;^ 
ro*roro’Hl^il*l*^fororororoM^ro*roro»— wo^roro^^ 

^^0\0004^N)N>VO^ONJON^'^'^N)N)N>^-^OtOO'^^0^ 

H> ro '-►* tJ^rot^cv^ ^ 

ro ^ • 

totororororororoK)N«>rotorororororororororororororororo 


t 4k ”■• ”■• ■'• ''• ' 

‘00oON'-‘'^rov^o*jtk4wt-*v^4kON 


o 

tr 


O* 00 ON OO 

To To To 

4k ON 


414 Introduction to the New Testament 















Chapter 

Page 

1:20 

229 

1:21 ff. 

237 

1:25 

229 

1:26 

230 

1:27-2:16 

236 

1:27-2:18 

229 

1:28 

236 

1:30 

227,230, 

234,236 

2 

233,236 

2:2 

237 

2:6 ff. 

67 

2:6-11 

177,237 

2:10 

242 

2:12 

229 f.,234 

2:12 ff. 

236 

2:17 

229,233,237 

2:17 f. 

236 

2:19 

229,231,260 

2:19 ff. 

228 

2:19-30 

236 

2:20 ff. 

260 

2:22 

230 

2:23 

229,260 

2:24 

230,231 

2:25 

228,236 

2:25 ff. 

228,235 

2:26 

228,231 

2:27-30 

228 

2:28 

228 

3 

232 f. 

3:1 

228,235,237 

3:l-4:9 

235 

3:1a 

236 

y.ib 

236 


235 

3:2 

229,232, 

235 f. 

3:2 f. 

232 

3:2 ff. 

230,232,236 

3:2-4 

235 

3:2-21 

236 

3:2-4:l 

235 

3:2-4:3 

23 5 f. 

3:2-4:20 

235 

3:3 

228,232,287 

3:8 f. 

235 

3:15 

229 

3:15 f. 

236 

3:17 

229,236 

3:17 ff. 

231 f. 

3:18 

228 f. 

3:18 f. 

236 


Indexes of Passages 


Chapter 

Page 

3:19 

232 

3:19 f. 

232 

3:20 

294 

4:1 

229,237 

4:1-3 

236 

4:2 

229 

4:2 f. 

228 

4:2 ff. 

236 

4:2-9 

235 

4:4 

235,237 

4:4-7 

23 5 f. 

4:8 f. 

236 

4:9 

225 

4:10 

237 

4:10 ff. 

230,236 

4:10-20 

235 f. 

4:10-23 

235 

4:12 f. 

237 

4:14 

228 

4:15 

179 

4:15 f. 

180,228,230 

4:16 

182 

4:18 

228 

4:18 f. 

237 

4:21-23 

23 5 f. 

4:22 

230 f.,234 


Colossians 


1:1 

260,265 

1:1-4 

240 

1:2 

250 

1:3 ff. 

239 

1:4 

238,245 

1:5 

243 

1:5 ff. 

238 

1:6 

245 

1:7 

238 

1:7 f. 

240 

1:7 ff. 

238 

1:8 

238 

1:9 

240 f. 

1:9 ff. 

239 

1:9-20 

241 

1:10 

189,241,254 

1:10-20 

241 

1:12-20 

242 

1:15-17 

240,242 

1:15-20 

177,241 f. 

1:16-19 

241 

1:18 

241,242 

l:18r 

242 


4H 


Chapter 

Page 

1:19 

240,242 

1:20 

254 

1:20a 

242 

1:20^ 

242 

1:21 

238 

1:21 ff. 

242 

1:22 

240 f. 

1:23 

243,245 

1:24 

238,242 

1:25 

253 f. 

1:25 ff. 

255 

1:26 

241,243, 
253 f. 

1:26 f. 

243,253 

1:27 

238,243 

2:1 

238 

2:2 

239,253 f. 

2:4 

239 

2:5 

239 

2:6 

238,240 

2:6 f. 

239 

2:7 

254 

2:8 

239 f. 

2:8 f. 

240 

2:9 f. 

240 f. 

2:9-15 

241 

2:10 

242 

2:11 

239 

2:12 

241 

2:12a 

240 

2:13 

238,241 

2:15 

240,242 

2:16 

239 f.,241 

2:16-23 

241 

2:17 f. 

239 

2:18 

239 

2:19 

241 f.,243 

2:20 

239 

2:20 f. 

240 

2:20 ff. 

239 

2:21 

239 

2:22 f. 

239 

2:23 

239 f. 

3:3 f. 

240 

3:4 

243,255 

3:7 

253 

3:12 

240 

3:13 

241 

3:13a 

240 

3:15 

243 

3:18 

253 

3:18 ff. 

253 




»— vo^oooo^v40\^'^^ 

tsj 


4w v>* rs> ►-* 


o 


4k4»-4»‘4^ 

|_lH^H-IH->l—>t—k^l—>»->•—t»-l H-» 

oosjN 4 o^ ON'^v^4^'^rors>*->ooo o' ' ' 

»-s*^ Hn >^^ K)** ” 

N> • * 5^ 


^ u* v>« w v^ 


KJ Cn 


n 


I—kh>>t—>»-tH-<l-«t—‘l-AH-tH-t*—>I-^)-^H->K>»—> 
OO^^OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOVOOO 
4s»OK)tOv^N>4^4^4»*rsJ4^VON>VOO\»— 


i-‘K>roN3Njt-*K>ro>-*roroK)roH-*N>»-»N>o\roN)rorohjNiK>roK>ioN)rs)toisjro 

?: ^O00V^V0'nJ00 00V>*00 00 00'^W0\N)^'|sjO'^0S00^OTOO'-^OV^0\'-»J'-mO 

S' 'rs>'rs>wN>'k>'roTo k)^'^Tonjn)N) 

^ 4;kV0004^v^\i«%4k. 

Co OOv>«OsooVOOO wVJ'* >^v^vo4>^ 


►d 

u 

on 


ro 

4^ 

ON 


to 


v^c^wv^tOH-ti—tOOO 


I 


to 


4k^4^4:k4k4k4k4^4k4k4k4k4)b4k.v>4WN^u«v>»v^v>*o*o«oJo*oiv>Jtototototototorotototototototototototototototototo 

^*H-i^\OOsO\'^Vi»*tOtO»-*H-»»-*»—•V0V000'^0\'^-^O*tO>—*H-»i—‘ 

m« r^.«' r*' r' 

• ►-.• r^r''*r''ci*r''‘>-‘»-‘ N> ..4^* 

o* •• On On 

t-i o 

o 


4»>oooooooooooooooooooooooooo4^ootoooooooooooooooc»oooocooooooooooov-MooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooNooooo 

';_,CX54^4^0N4i.ONON'-^ON4»‘4»'^4^H-iNO'^0*tOtO^ON4^jOtOtOOtOO*4»‘0\tONOON4^tO'-^J04^4^l04»*4^0*0*0*0*0*OOtOVjJ 

oo'^T- T-nji-s ';-,';-.'^-'toH^ Hn't-% 

S^OOOO OOO* OOOOOOOn4 Joooo » 

'^OOCN ONOO W^4^0^ J^^NO 4^ 

M-» ro to K to ^ ^ 

ON • On 4^ ^ 4^ JO 

O'-- ►-» VI 


n 

cr 

*o 


►d 

on 


ro to 

ON \l 

P o 

K> 

On 

4^ 


o 


u«v>*oi04wv>«rototototototororo 




Nl 


to ro to 
to ^ 


to 


H-* »—‘ SJ VO I—» 




oo 

VO 


o* oo 
ON ON 

oo 

oo 


oo oo oo 00 
N| ON VI VO 


to •-• ►-• 
4^ 00 00 
i-i ON VO 


oo 

oo 


OOOOOOOOOOOOvoOOoOOOOO 
OOVOOONOOOOOvoONVJONVO 
t-K t-n 


oo P-* 
oo oo 


ro H- to 

4^ 00 oo oo oo ON 

>-* VO oo On VO O 

»-tN »-+> to 

• • NO 

ON 


5 




N^vy»v^v^»Si/NvyNv^v^'^'«^v^Vi^ 


to to •— *-• 
9 ^ w VO 4 ^ 


to 

I 

to 

to 


ON ro •-* i-c 


v^ 4^ 4^ 4k. 

00 V| V-^ 
I 

VI 


n 

ET 


V40«00000000000000000000000000»-c 

vi0NV04^tO'^4^to4'v00 4^4k-4v'^v^00 


oo 

On 


oo 

4». 


oo * 
ON 


416 Introduction to the New Testament 
















4:^. »-* 


^tO^H->t->)->VOV^>-«l-‘H-kN4V4a\V^»-AI->l-t 

ro^voN4N4^^P^ 4 -'^h+^ {4^ 

• * 


•—> VO 


00 oo 4^ to H-> 

pk m 


►- V4 

o 


ro 


•-* vj 

o 


n 

tr 


to to to v>* ro to to 

OV OV Vi 04 N4 ^ N| 

VO VO O ON o o o 


to to 
Ov 

CV o 


to 

ON 

OO 


to 

ON 

V.»4 


to 

ON 

OO 


to I— > 04 K> to 

OV OO 04 ON ON 

OO to ON OO VO 


to 

ov 

OO 


to to to to to ro 

ON ov Ov VI ov NJ 
OO OO 4^ O 'v| O 


ro to 
ov ov 

'VI N| 


to 

ov 

OO 


to 

Ov 

4^ 


ro 

o 


to ro to to to to to 

ov 'v| (Js ov ov Ov ON 

OO O OO OO OO OO OO 


to to 

CV 4^^ 
OO ^ 


to 

N| 

o 


to 

"VI 

o 


to to to to 
ov V4 0\ Ov 

VO O N| OO 


to to K) to to 

0\ ov VI Os Ov 

VO VO O V44 VO 


to 

Nl 

o 


to to 
ov ov 

to 

ON 


4i. 4^ 4» 4>* -4^ 4i* 


4i. 4^ 4»> 4^ 4^ 4». ^ ^ 

»-*OVOOOONOv44>V^'—OOj;^^^ 

Jts Eft .-to • 


4^4k4s.4:^4k4^v>4V>4v>4v>4U4v^tototototototo 
'^OV'-^'^V^>^>--‘>^0®®V 
>-K 


H-iVOOOtOH-. 
OO ov 4^ 

• ^ 


'Nl ov ON 4^ V^ O 


VO OO 4^ v>4 I— 


ov ov 
to to 


o 

!3- 


tOtOtOtOtOtOtOtOO\tOtOtOH-itOtOtOtOV>4tOtOtOV,44tOtOtOtOtOtOtOtOtOtOtO 
OvOsONOsONOsOVOV^OvOvVIoOsOV'^OVtOOV’VlOv'-^ONOVOv'^ONOvOvOVOVCNOV 

4;k4k4i.4i.4:».0N4^44-'^_4.>»--‘*-‘'-Mv^4».O44- 

to o K* 

o\ ro 


v,»4tototototototototororjtotototototototototototototo 
v-mONOVOvV40nOvOvOVOVOvOVO\0\OvOvOvOvV40\OvOvOvONOsOV 
V40'-mv-4»V|'MV|OV|V|N|04V>4VOOOV04^4.‘V^OOOOVOVOV^04^ 

HK K) NJ 




44- to to O VO OO 


to ►— 


to — to to to to to 

4^ Nl 4s. 4i. 4i. 4s. 4^ 

Os OO ov ON On 


to to to to 
4^. 4. 4^ 4^ 
Ov On CV 


to to to to to 

4 4s. 4s. W 4. 

Ov Ov » ov 


to 

4i> 


to 

ON 

o 


to 

4* 

ON 




a 

c> 


04V>4V>404V^U4V.*4V>4V>40404V>4tOtOrOtOtOtOtO>— —H-.H-H-.Hi4l— 

’►lll.II*Ill^^C»^OsU»!4^II*I^^ll^tOH-.— ►— H-H-H-.— VOV|\^'-»l— 


to to O 




4.* o* to H- O 


4. 4ii V4* H- o O 


o 

cr 


H*. 

totototototototototototototototototototototototototototototo ^ 

OV'^OvOnOvONOv'>4CsOvOnON'^Ov'^'V|Ov'^'^ICvOvV|OnCvONOsOVOvOv'sI 
4^1— 4»i00'S|0vV-4tOV0V0V0O*OV0OO'0OO'N|0vO0v'^0N00004^OO 

H+s HK I-K N> To to 

• • • VI Os Ov 

O 00 OO 


Indexes of Passages 417 







418 Introduction to the New Testament 


u 

to 

n 


C-t 


VH 

oo 

oo 


o 

cy\ 

tNl 


<M 

CA 


^ IS, K 0\ 00 

0\ OO oo oo oo ON oo 

CS (N IN CM <N| 


ON O 
oo ON 
CM <S| 


ON K 
OO oo 
CN CM 


oo 

oo 

CM 


ON ON ON oo 
OO OO OO OO 
CM CM CM CM 


IS K ON ON 
OO OO OO OO 
CM CM CM CM 


ON 

OO 

CM 


ON ON 
OO OO 
CM CM 


CN 

OO 

CM^ 

OnooImonKooooooonoo 

oooooooooooooooooooo 

CMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCM 


• 

a ^ ^ »-<»^M-M*VOOOOTf'+^^ CNK'^^ CM<^M-^ OCMr^K 

g CM fM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM rn 4* ^ 4- Js* ^ 


Hh 

NO 

CM^ Vh Mh 

KNOv^VONO«^i^tS 

ooononononononon 

CMCMCMCMCMCMCMCM 


M" M" 

. ON ON ON 

Nm CM CM CM 

M-ONOrt-KVO'^t- 

ON OO oo ON oo ON On 

CM CM CM CM CM CM CM 


Vtl 


I I 


00 

rt 


Pm 


CJN ON 
OO K 
CM CM 


NO 


OO 

CM 


(A OO rx NO 
hs K. Is 
CM CM 04 


OO rs O Is K ON O 

Is Is OO Is Is Is OO 

CM CM CM CM CM CM CM 


IM OO 
Is Is 
CM CM 


Is O OO 
OO OO Is 
CM CM CM 


O Is 00 OO 0\ rs 
OO Is Is Is Is 
CM CM CM to CM CM 


CA O 
Is oo 
CM CM 


Is 

Is 

CM 


fM ts 
OO rs 
CM CM 


OO 

CM 


NO NO 
♦o K 
»o CM 


ON 

Is 

CM 


OO 

CM 


00 O t-« ON 
Is NO OO Is 
CM CM CM CM 


O 


ON 

OO 

CM 


o 

CA 

CM 


NO O ON IM ON OO 
OO O OO OO OO OO 
CM CM CM CM CM 


OO ON ON OO CiO 

OO OO OO OO OO 

CM CM CM CM CM 


OO OO OO 

oo 00 oo 
CM CM CM 


u 




Vtt 


. M" 

CM Is CM CM CM rs 
M-'-'»-'CMCMCMcMIs 


vm ^ 


OOOOOOOOr^»-*.-i^r^ 


'CMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMttNttN»^t^»tNrt^»tNi^r^f4-\M«% 



K OO 
1-1 ^ CM 


CM 

CM CM 


K 

CA 


M" OO to 
M- to O 
CM CM t-H NO 


(A K 
Is K 


ooKlslslslslslsoolslsKlslslsooooooislslslslslslslsrslslslsls.KlslsooK 

CMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCMCM 


IM CM K NO 
K OO Is NO 
CM CM CM to 


K Is K 
K Is Is 
CM CM CM 


u 


CM to to Tt* 
CM CM CM CM 


vts 


N+; vtj ^ ^ ^ ^ 

tOtO\t^NOr-lT-«i—iTj''^tOi—< 
CMCMCMCMCMtOtototO'r^*^ 


M- 

CM 


-^vt: VO ^ , 

M- M- M- NO NO CA 


_ VtJ 

M- ^ to ^ 

CMtoCM*—•*-iCMN^'-^t-i 


On 1-t 


noNOVONONONONONONONONONOIsIsKKOOOOOOOOOOCAOnCACA 


to 

to 

CM 

^ CD CD 











Indexes of Passages 


419 


Chapter 

Page 

1:18 f. 

297 

1:20 

296 

1:21 

295 

1:22 

295 

1:23 

295,297 

2:2 

295 

2:6-8 

296 

2:9 

280 

2:9 f. 

294 

2:10 

295,297 

2:11 

287,289, 

294,296 

2:12 

294 f. 

2:13 ff. 

294 

2:14 f. 

297 

2:15 

294 

2:18 ff. 

296 

2:20 

294 f. 

2:21-24 

297 

2:21-25 

296 

2:24 

297 

2:25 

295 

3:8 ff. 

296 

3:14 

295 

3:14 ff. 

294 

3:16 

295,297 

3:17 

295 

3:18 f. 

296 

3:18-22 

296 

3:21 

295 

3:22 

296 

4:3 f. 

294 

4:4 

295 

4:7 

294 

4:7 ff. 

296 

4:11 

295,297 

4:12 

294,296 

4:12 f. 

294 

4:12 ff. 

295 

4:13 

297 

4:14 

294 

4:14 f. 

294 

4:15 

294 

4:16 

294,299 

4:17 

294 

4:19 

294 

5:1 

296 f. 

5:6 

294 

5:8 

294 

5:8 ff. 

294 

5:9 

298 

5:10 

297 

5:12 

294,296,298 


Chapter 

Page 

5:12-14 

296 

5:13 

69,296 f. 


313 

5:14 

297,336 


11 Peter 

1 

303 

1:1 

302 

1:2 

303 

1:3 

303 

1:3 f. 

305 

1:4 

304 

1:5 

303 

1:6 

303 

1:8 

303 

1:12 

303 f. 

1:12 f. 

305,316 

1:12 ff. 

304 

1:13 ff. 

302 

1:14 

302 

1:15 

304 

1:16 

304 

1:16 ff. 

302 

1:20 f. 

304 

2 

303 

2:1 f. 

303 

2:1 ff. 

303 

2:4 ff. 

303 

2:10 

303 

2:10 f. 

303 

2:11 

303 

2:12 ff. 

303 

2:13 

303 

2:15 

303 

2:17 

303 

2:18 

303 

2:20 

303 

2:22 

303 f. 

3 

303 

3:1 

302 

3:1 f. 

304 

3:2 

337 

3:2 f. 

303 

3:3 

303 f. 

3:3 flf. 

303 f. 

3:4 

304 

3:8 

305 

3:14 

303 

3:15 f. 

302,338 

3:16 

304,340 


Chapter 

Page 

3:17 

303 

3:18 

303 


I John 

1:1 

169 

1:1-4 

307 

1:3 

311 

1:4 

308 

1:5 ff. 

309 

1:6 

309 

1:7 

308,310 f. 

1:8 

310 

1:9 

311 

1:10 

310 

2:1 

307,311 

2:1 f. 

308,310 

2:2 

308,31 1 

2:4 

309 f. 

2:6 

309 

2:7 

307 

2:9 

308-10 

2:11 

310 

2:12 

307 

2:14 

307 

2:15 ff. 

310 

2:18 

307,309,31 1 

2:18 f. 

309 

2:18 ff. 

307 

2:19 

309,324 

2:21 

307 

2:22 

311 

2:22 f. 

310 

2:26 

309 

2:28 

307 f.,311 

2:28-3; 

:17 308 

3:2 

307 f.,311 

3:7 

307,309 f. 

3:9tf 

308 

3:10 

310 

3:10 ff. 

310 

}:\0h 

308 

3:12 

307 

3:16 

310 

3:17 

310 

3:18 

307 

3:21 

307 

4:1 

307,309 

4:1 ff. 

307,309 f. 

4:2 

310,315 

4:2 f. 

312 




ro ^ ^ 




H- I— VJ <7\ 

4- o Hn 


s-^4^4k4k.4^4k4)i.4k 

^ K> 


H- I— I—I ►- oo 

W N> »—‘ o 


4>. 4>^ 4»^ 4^ 4^ 
^ Ov ^ ^ U* 


n 


H-H-H- •— H-V^»-*l— ^ 

4kv>Jv^4^W0s4^'>M ^ 


v>* V>4 u* 

s^ ^ 


04 V>« W 


O 


04 04 O* 0» 

o o o o o 


04 04 04 04 04 04 ' 

►-4 I— o O •-- •-* >-» 


VIVOVO^OONIOVOOOOVOOOOk- 


04 04 04 

^ o o 

O VI VO 


I—iH-»-*»—H-VOVOOO 

Os ^44 rs> 1—I o I 

I V44 


4^ 4^ 4^ 

, OS 


04 •—k >-4 


04 04 04 V44040404V4404V440404040404V44V>4I 

roK>N>isjNJtoN>roN>roK>K>N>roroK>v44{ 

4*>K)4x\04».S0*— '-^040vK)'^'-^h-i— 


04 04 
V 44 N> 
OS •-* 


o 


tsjrorsjhoi-4H->i-*i-4»-4i-iH-i 

v^4^4^0VOOOVJV40S'>-^4^ 


4^V44K>N>t—kOS00000VJav'^'>4>tot4k04|-4 


V44 04 04 04K)04 04 04K>04 04 04 04 

OOOOSOOOOVOOOOO 
040V440V0004»—•V00*-'H-»0 


04^s>V44^V>404^s>V>4 04 04 04 04 04 04^J 
OSOOOOOSOOOOOOOOOO 
OVOOo*-‘044k,o040040400'0 

04 04 04 V 44 04 04 'Cm >-+%'o4 

OOOOO O 0-0 

04 04I—‘04V44 04 0404^ 




O 


OOOOOOO 

^ ^ ^ N ro 

T"^ ^JL 

H- 4^ 


VIVIVJN^VJVJVIOVOSOSOSOSOS 


roro>— H-i-iH-vo4^>—>-‘i-ivot-4K-*tf^'-‘'4)Sovios 
■ V|4»‘K)0^ • •-‘O Ivi* N^i-k 


4^4^4k4k4^4^O4V44O4O4O4V>4O4O4rOr0h0K>N>tOK>tOK>h4*-4 


NO 


3^ *14 

VJ 


4^^ N) 


04 V 44 04 04 04 04 < 


i04 04 04 04 V4404|sJ04< 


iV>4 04 04 04 04 04 ' 


*-* •— CX3 ro 1-4 1— * 

- I I ai 

N) K) 

K) K) 


04 04 04 04 04 04 


*- VI 4^ o 




04 ro 

V 44 V| 


04 V 44 
K> K) 
N| VI 


n 




-- - - --- - _ - - _ __— ^ — 04 V 44 KJ V 44 V 44 04 04 04 v>4 04 04 O* 04 04 04 04 N44 t 

iotoioisjroMiotoNjroiNjhorocoroNJrs)ioNiovroN>roN>K>KiroroK)N>N)KjN)toK)Ki4*-roK)roK)roooNJK>N>'-*40N>04rs)K) 

4‘.0s44.V44v^4^0s4‘-0vO40savK)V|4kN)V|t<00SO4O40s0SN44V44K)r0O4Cv0SO>4^v^Ni4»|s|\0N0N)r0r044.4*.(-- 


oororoNoosoroos-t^H- 


NJ to 
VO 4^ 


420 Introduction to the New Testament 










> 


> 


0 CJ 

c 

0 




Oq ^ 
Co 

c 

v> 

-t 

^ w 
^Z 


0 0 

5S 

:5. ^ 5 

S ?i Si 

H 

5 

w 

Co 

'TJ 

04 

Q > 

Vi 8 

04 l-l c 

15 

54, ^ 

00 . 

, ■ Co’ 

^ ^ ^ 


^ 04 

K) 0 ^ 



►-1 

- Ck 

K> S 


^ . fco* </> 




kl—k»—t 

t+l c-k * • O * 


»!* 


^ ^ VO V| S4 

CPl 


w ^ ^ ^ 

Lzh-f-' ^ 


V>* N) Vik' V>* V>i V>> •—k ^ Vki V^ V^ V>> V>> V>* V>> V>4 Vi^* Va* V>> V>4 Vi^* V>> V>> V>> V^ V^ Vk* V>4 

N>K>OOhJN)N)K>K>N)OON)K>K)rviN>»ON>NiK)rOK)N>NiNJhJK>ts>K>rororON) 

0*4i.N4VOK>4‘-rOtO'^lV400N)4^rsJOOOON>waNlvJ'^Ni'-k^K>K>NJ4>‘4^'^4a»NiOV 


►sj 

OQ 


\J* 

VJ 

^kk N> 


04 V>* V>* 

4k. 4^ 

04 V44 04 V^ 


w 

p 

►1 


o 

r< 

w 


04 04 04V>4K>N)l-4»-4 
go's! 0vN^O4»-k'sjO40\'>^ 


N> |>^ 

VI ON 04 ^4 


w 

> 

z 

^ 44. 
04 ^ 

4^ 


OO OO VJ 'V4 VJ 


V4 Nj N| '.g ^ 

^ ^ ^ ON 


vjv|vgv4V|ovovOvcv 

V.>4 »_k 


v^v^4k.44.4‘4^4>.4k.44.4^ 


VO 04 


I—‘0VN>O4K)NJH-kH-kt--t—k>-k»-kVOOOCV 
^1 I 4k. 41. 4.. 04 i-k I 

K) ro 

.. o * 
ov 


n 

tr 

c 

►t 

o 

cr 


N>r0O404O4O4O4O4l—kO4O4O4r004V^O4r0O4O4O4\.k4O4V>4O4O4O4V>4O4O4O4t\4V>4 

vovoK)rototoN)rooors)rNJN>voNJK>rovoK)roroN»hotoN)r\>K>roN>rorovoN) 

V4N4o4CO00 00 00 00 V400V4s^N44k.rs)00V4N)V4Nj0v4.rvJ0\4^4>.N)rsjV|V4V44i. 


o 

cr 


(.4 

cw 


N)K>N}K)roN>rOK>N}rors)rOK>K>K> 
hJts>rON>N)N)N>N)H-kH-(-kOOOO 
*h1* ’hI *h1 'hL cv 

ooooo\04i-kO 


tt^r 




44 . ro i-k 


roH-k\0'^N>i-kK>ts> 
O ►-* I ' »_K 44. H-k 

^ ro 


n 

cr 

"O 


»..^K>K>o404toroo4i-ki-krorotoK> 
C0OVJO4O00NiO40000O4V00000 
VO K)w»004^^-‘'^V4*-k>-.04VO>-k»-k 


H-k 04 

00 44 . 

VO o 


0404Vk4V»40404V>4040404V>4V^04 04V^V.>4V^V^V.^»V>4V^04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04K> 
N>K>V.»4^.jK)rOK)»s>r0K4rOK)K)r0K)N>|OtOO4K)O4r0O4N4N)rs4N4r0r0N)V0 

>-k'-^V0w|l-kl-‘0\'^4-‘»—ki-*44.'.k444V.»4ro\.k4hJON)’-k*V/4^K)'-k4'»^0\VJOvV4N4 


crq 


Indexes of Passages 421 













422 


Introduction to the New Testament 


46:2 f. 

337 

46:7 f. 

337 

47:1-3 

202,338 

47:3 

201 

49:5 

202,338 

II. Clem. 2:4 

340 

8:5 

32 

11:2 

304 

13:2 

340 

14:2 

340 

Clement of Alexandria 

Strom. Ill, 13,93 

345 

Quis Dit'. Satv. 42 

329 

Cyprian 

Ep. 7$,6 

305 

Decretinn 

Gelasiannm III, 2 

265 

Did. 1-6 

350 

15:3 f. 

32 

Epiphanius 

Panarion baer. 

33,5,10.15 

344 

51 

140 

Eusebius 

EH II, 4,6 

103 

II, 15,2 

70 

11, 22,2 

266 

II, 23,24 

349 

II, 23,24 f. 

283 

11,23,24 f. 

349 

II, 23,25 

285,301 

11,25,3 

285 

III, 18 

327 

III, 20,1 f. 

300 

111,23,3 

170 

111,23,4 

169 

111,25 

349 

111,25,3 

301,316 

III, 39,1 

170 f. 

III, 39,3 f. 

43,171,339 

Ill, 39,4 

316 

III, 39,5 

171 

III, 39,14 

43,172 

III, 39,15 

172 

III, 39,15 f. 

43 

111,39,16 

85 


III, 39,17 

299,312 

IV, 26,2 

330 

IV, 26,9 

298,327 

IV, 26,14 

344 

IV, 29,6 

343,353,369 

V, 1,58 

344 

V, 8,4 

169 

V, 16,3 

344 

V, 18,5 

283 

V, 20,4 

170 

V, 24,2 ff. 

169 

V, 24,3 

169 

VI, 12,2 ff. 

344 

VI, 13,6 

275 

VI, 14,1 

316,345 

VI, 14,2 f. 

275 

VI, 14,4 

275 

VI, 14,6 

70 

VI, 14,7 

163 

VI, 20,3 

275 

VI, 25 

301 

VI, 25,3 flf. 

348 

VI, 25,10 

316 

VI, 25,11 ff. 

275 

VII, 25 

332,348 

VII, 25,1 

330 

VII, 2 5,7 

283 

VII, 25,18 flF. 

310 

Hermas 

s. IX 17,1 

287 

V. II 2,6 

281 

V. Ill 9,7 

281 

Hieronymus 

E pis tula ad Daviasnm 374 

Epistula ad Paulhmvi 

53,9 

352 

de viris ill, 2 

285,290 

9 

316 

392 

352 

Ignatius 

Eph. 1:3 

246 

2:1 

246 

6:1 

246 

12:2 

338 

16:1 

202 

18:1 

202,338 

18:2 

338 

Magn. 1:1 

338 

7:1 

337 

13:1 

337 



Indexes of Passages 


423 


Philad. 

3:3 

202 


8 

337 

Pol. 

1:2,3 

84 


3:3 

198 


5:1 

198,251 

Rom. 

5:1 

202,203,338 


9:2 

338 

Smyrn. 

1:1 

84,338 


7:2 

337 


Innocent I. 


Epistula 6 

352 


Irenaeus 


Plaer. I, 1,19 

169 

II. 17,5 

312 

II, 17,8 

312 

II, 33,3 

170 

II, 33,4 

171 

III, 1,2 

169 

III, 3,2 f. 

345 

Ill, 3,4 

169 

III, 11,7 

162 

III, 11,10 

32 

III, 11,11 

344 

III, 11,12 

139 

III, 31,3 

111 

IV, 34,2 

344 

V, 30,3 

327 

V, 33,3,4 

170 

V, 33,4 

171 

V, 36,1 

171 


Josephus 

Aw/. XX, 118 ff. 179 

XX, 200 290 

Bell. IV, 33 5 5 5 


Justin 

Apol.I 28,1 342 

61,4 341 

66.3 32 f.,341 

67.3 341 

Dial. 81,4 329,342 

85,2 244 

100.1 341 

101.3 341 

103,8 341 

104.1 341 

106.3 69 

138.2 244 


Origen 

Commeiitaria in ep. ad 


Romanos VII, 45 3 

222 

Tomoi in Job. 


8:24 

285 

20,10,66 

348 

TomoiinMt. 17,30 

348 


Polycarp 


Phil. 1:3 

299 

1:13 

251 

2:3 

340 

3:2 

23 5 f. 

6:3 

340 

7:1 

312 

7:2 

340 

8:1 

299 

10:2 

299 

11 

329 

11:2 

340 

11:4 

189 

12:1 

251,3 


Tatian 


Oratio ad Graecos 


13,1 

343 


Tertullian 

de came Cbristi, 3 345 
de jejuniOf 10 111 

adv. Marc. Wt 2 103 

IV, 2,5 345 

IV, 4,5 330 

V, 11.17 249 


V, 21 261 

Praescr. Haer., 36 329 

Pud., 10 34 5 

13 208 

20 276,345 


Theodoret 

Haereticarum fabularum 
compendium 

1,20 353 

Theophilus of Antioch 
ad Autolycum II, 22 344 
III, 14 344 



INDEX OF PERSONS 


References which can readily be located by consulting the Table of Contents 
are not listed here. 


Abbott, T. K., 389 
Abel, F.-M., 22 
Adam, A., 159, 295, 301 
Adams, A. W., 3 59 
Adrianos, 26 
Aggai, 3 53 

(Herod) Agrippa I, 116, 179 
Agrippa II, 119 

Aland, K., 20, 136, 175, 256, 284 f., 286, 
335, 354, 359, 380 f., 382, 395 f., 399 
Albertz, M., 28, 31, 35, 39, 41, 55, 68, 70, 
75, 78, 84, 95, 104, 105, 110, 132, 137, 
149, 154, 186, 189, 192, 224, 232 f., 
241, 250-52, 262, 263, 278-81, 287, 
294 f., 298, 306, 313, 324, 331 
Albright, W. F., 136, 156, 164, 173 
Alcuin, 375 
Alexander, N., 391 
Allan, J. A., 247, 252, 254, 389, 397 
Allen, \V. C, 72, 3 87 
Allgeier, A., 375 
Allmen, J.-J. von, 22 
Alio, E.-B., 388, 391 
Altaner, B.-Stuiber, A., 43 
Althaus, P., 24, 292, 388 
Ambrose, 305 
*‘Ambrosiaster,” 275, 351 
Amphilochius of Iconium, 349 
Amyntas, 191 
Andersen, W., 3 54 
Anderson, H., 395 
Andreas, 171 
Andreas of Caesarea, 330 
Andry, C. F. F., 347 f. 

Anton, P., 259 
Aphraates, 3 53 
Apollonius (Montanist), 283 
Apollos, 200, 281 
Apollos (Past.), 264 

Appel, H., 28, 51, 186, 201, 231-33, 244, 
252 f., 262, 271, 280, 281, 286, 301 
Aquila and Priscilla, 180, 200, 224, 264 
Aquinas, Thomas, 3 54 
Archippus, 246 
Aretas (Nabatean king), 179 
Argyle, A. W., 34, 50, 51, 106, 124 


Aristarch, 182, 245 
Aristion, 171 
Arsinous, 346 
Artemas, 264 
Asmussen, H., 388 f., 391 
Asting, R., 31 

Athanasius, 285, 305, 330, 350-52 
Athenagoras (apologist), 343 
Attalos of Pergamum, 191 
Augustine, 26, 37, 39, 133, 285, 305, 330, 
352, 374 

Augustus (emperor), 31, 98, 328 

Baarda, Tj., 370 
Bachmann, Ph., 389 
Bacht, H., 3 54, 3 57 

Bacon, B. W., 28, 60, 72, 75, 77, 79, 135, 
146, 149, 168, 341, 343 
Baeck, L., 396 
Bailey, J. A., 395 
Bailey, J. W., 389 
Bakker, A. H. A., 370 
Baldensperger, W., 134, 142, 162 
Balmforth, H., 395 
Bammel, E., 43, 201, 242 
Bardot, D. N., 2 59 
Bardy, G., 341, 345 
Barker, G. W., 397 
Barlow, C. W., 178 
Barnabas, 196, 275, 282, 297, 351 
Barnard, L. W., 393 
Barnard, P. M., 379 

Barnett, A. E., 301 f., 305, 337, 338, 391 
Barns, J. W. B., 364 
Barr, A., 392 

Barrett, C. K., 87, 94, 98, 101 f., 104, 
110 f., 114 f., 116, 120, 122, 134-36, 
142, 144, 146-49, 151, 152 f., 154 f., 
160-62, 164, 166, 169, 171-74, 226, 
252, 388, 396, 400 
Barth, F., 28 
Barth, G., 72, 75, 76, 83 
Barth, K., 389 
Bartsch, H.-W., 65, 72 
Batey, R., 397 
Bauer, B., 178, 198 


424 



Index of Persons 


425 


Bauer, J. B., 22, 58, 393 
Bauer, W., 21, 31, 91, 104, 1 12, 127, 134, 
141, 148 f., 1 56, 1 58 f., 164, 168, 173, 
175, 258, 261, 267, 294, 296, 314, 
347, 387 

Bauernfeind, O., 106, 110, 121, 129, 379, 
388 

Baumbach, G., 136, 158 
Baumgartner, W., 15 8 
Baumstark, A., 370, 399 
Baur, F. C., 25, 27, 112, 140, 177, 184, 
187, 201, 240, 246, 252, 261, 356 
Beach, C, 61, 64, 70, 71 
Beare, F. W., 34, 40, 68, 78, 92, 229, 231, 
235 f., 240, 250, 252, 257, 295, 297-99, 
364, 389, 391 

Becker, H., 136, 152 f., 156, 160, 395 
Becker, U., 395 

Beermann, G.-Gregory, C. R., 367 

Bchm, J., 24, 28, 44, 134 

Beker, J. C., 188 

Bell, H. I., 339 

Belser, J., 29 

Bengel, J. A., 380 

Benoit, P., 33, 34, 40, 75, 87, 96, 106, 
117, 124 f., 132, 233, 236, 237, 247, 
250, 252, 263, 276, 280, 304, 397 
van den Berg van Eysinga, G. A., 178 
Berger, J., 279 
Berger, S., 376 

Bernard, J. H., 146, 169, 173, 387 
Bertram, G., 3 5, 41 
Best, E., 243 
Betz, J., 273, 278, 279 
Beyer, H. W., 127, 131, 194, 388 
Beyer, H. W.-Althaus, P., 195, 389 
Beyer, K., 22, 253, 262 
Beza, Th., 250, 276, 366, 380 
Bieder, W., 106, 237, 240, 244, 284, 288, 
292, 390 
Bigg, C., 391 
Bihlmeyer, K., 171 
(Strack, FI.)-Billerbeck, P., 23 
Birdsall, J. N., 399 
Black, M., 45, 54, 371 f. 

Blackman, E. C., 340, 343, 378, 391 
Blaiklock, E. M., 118, 125, 132, 388 
Blair, E. P., 72, 75, 80, 83-85 
Blass, F., 22 
Bleek, F., 39, 276, 289 
Bleiben, T. E., 86, 104 
Blinzler, J., 61, 86, 93, 99, 148, 284, 286, 
299 

Bloch, J., 316 
Bodmer, M., 363 


Bohemen, N. van, 34 

Boismard, M.-E., 13 5-37, 148-50, 154, 
156, 163 f., 175, 293, 295, 307, 310, 
319, 325, 331, 364, 378, 399 
Bolgiani F., 399 
Boman, Th., 395 

Bonnard, P., 31, 196 f., 231, 233, 389, 400 
Bonner, G., 341 
Bonsirven, J., 13 5, 154, 284 
Boobyer, G. H., 61, 65, 67, 302, 305 
Borgen, P., 136, 144, 150 
Bornemann, W., 292, 295 
Bornkamm, G., 23, 31, 34, 40, 49, 54, 
56, 68, 72, 75, 81, 84 f., 150, 188, 196, 
205, 209, 211, 212, 214, 226, 232 f., 
235 f., 240, 243, 252, 312, 314, 319, 
326 

Botte, B., 360, 362, 367 
Bousset, W., 23, 322, 325-27, 328, 331, 
384, 391 

Bousset, W.-Gressmann, H., 316 
Bover, J. M., 21 
Bowman, J. W., 81, 319, 324 
Boylan, P., 388 
Bradby, E. L., 34, 40, 50 
Brandon, S. G. F., 61, 71, 72, 84, 114, 
252,393 

Brandt, W., 388, 390 
Branscomb, B. H., 387 
Braumann, G., 284, 288, 394 
Braun, F.-M., 136 f., 139-41, 152, 155-58, 
160 f., 171, 174 f. 

Braun, H., 137, 149, 157 f., 160, 179, 
185, 188 f., 305, 308, 354, 396 
Brenz, J., 3 55 

Bretschneider, K. G., 140, 162 
Briggs, C. A., 24 
Brinktrine, J., 288 
Brooke, A. E., 311, 390 
Broome, E. C., 13 5, 151 
Brown, J. P., 34, 50, 51, 55, 73, 75, 77, 
392 

Brown, M. P., 397 
Brown, R. E., 136, 157, 395 
Browning, W. R. F., 3 87 
Bruce, F. F., 118, 132, 388 f., 197, 396 f., 
400 

Bruder, C. H., 21 
Briitsch, Ch., 391 
Brun, L., 318, 329 
Brunner, E., 388 
Bruyne, D. de, 224, 341-43 
Buchanan, C. O., 397 
Buck, C. H., 190, 197, 337 f. 

Biichsel, F., 135, 141, 306, 391 



426 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Bultmann, R., 23, 34, 41, 63, 66-68, 71, 
76, 93, 95-97, 107, 120 f., 124, 132, 
135 £., 141 f., 144, 146 f., 149, 151-56, 
158, 160, 163 f., 166, 168, 171, 173, 
188, 205, 209, 211 f., 216, 222, 224, 
240, 242, 258, 262, 270, 293, 296, 305, 
307-11, 314 f., 332, 387 
Burkill, T. A., 61, 65, 66, 67, 393 
Burkitt, F. C, 371, 385 
Burney, C. F., 13 5, 154, 169, 173 
Burton, E. D., 3 89 
Burton, E. D.-Goodspeed, E. J., 33 
Buse, S. J., 136, 144, 293, 295 
Bussby, F., 34, 51, 5 3 
Bussche, H. van der, 137 
Bussmann, W., 33, 40, 53, 5 5, 92 
Butler, B. C., 34, 39,46,50 

Cadbury, H. J., 60, 86, 89-91, 103, 106, 
no, 119, 121, 125, 127, 247, 250, 252, 
388 

Caesar, 199, 328 
Caius. See Gaius 
Cajetan, 276, 3 54 
Caligula, 328 
Calvin, J., 276, 330 

Cambier, J., 107, 115, 223, 276, 280, 396 
Campbell, Th. H., 179 
Campenhausen, H. von, 205, 258, 262, 
267-69, 272, 296, 312, 314, 398 
Cantinat, J., 301, 304 
Carmagnac, J., 396 

Carrington, P., 61, 63, 72, 293, 298, 387 

Carroll, K. L., 337 f., 340, 342 

Carson, H. M., 390 

Cassian, 34, 50, 84, 136, 149 

Cassiodorus, 26, 3 52 

Cave, C. H., 393 

Cerfaux, L., 34, 40, 107, 126, 133, 231, 
240, 247, 250, 255, 270, 392, 396 f. 
Cerfaux, L.-Cambier, J., 87, 105 
Cerfaux, L.-Dupont, J., 388 
Cerfaux, L.-Tondriau, J., 327 
Cerinthus, 139, 162, 170, 310, 330, 344 
Chadwick, H., 243, 247, 257 
Chaine, J., 304, 310 f., 391 
Champion, L. G., 176 
Charles, R. H., 315, 317, 324-26, 328, 
331, 391 

Charles the Great, 375 
Cherry, R. S., 34, 51 
Chester Beatty, A., 363 
Cheyne, T. K.-Black, J. S., 22 
Christ, W. von, 2 5 
Chrysostom, 222, 245, 350 


Clark, K. W., 72, 81, 85, 1 10, 132 f., 
359, 363 f., 379, 386 
Claudius (emperor), 179 f., 218 f., 328 
Cleary, P., 198, 203, 205, 212 
Clemen, C., 28, 198 

Clement of Alexandria, 69, 70, 111, 163, 
249, 251, 275, 281, 301, 305, 316, 330, 
345, 378, 383 f. 

Clement of Rome, 181, 189, 201 f., 233, 
266, 275, 281 f., 285, 299, 304, 337 f. 
Clement VIII, 375 
Clogg, F. B., 28 
Cludius, H. H., 298 
Cole, A., 51, 55, 63, 68, 387 
Colon, J.-B., 61, 68 
Colpe, C., 159 f., 257 
Colwell, E. C., 135, 154, 359, 384-86 
Colwell, E. C.-Tune, E. W., 399 
Connick, C. M., 13 5, 143 
Conzelmann, H., 87, 90, 93-95, 98-102, 
104, 107, no, 115, 117, 121 f., 131, 
252, 306, 311, 390, 400 
Coppens, J., 273, 278, 280 
Cornelius, F., 247, 2 52, 25 8 
Comely, R., 28 
Corssen, P., 223, 341 f. 

Courts, J., 237, 244, 247, 251 
Cox, G. E. P., 387 
Craig, C. T., 114, 201, 203, 3 88 
Cranfield, C. E. B., 63, 68, 3 87, 391 
Credner, H. A., 27 
Creed, J. M., 387 
Crehan, J. H., 337, 339, 394 
Cremer, H., 21 
Cross, F. C., 293, 29 5, 298 
Cross, F. L., 33, 136, 247 
Crownfield, F, C., 190, 194 
Cullmann, O., 44, 57, 58, 102, 156 f., 
231, 297, 326, 337, 354, 356 
Cureton, W., 371 

Cyprian, 133, 222, 275, 285, 305, 351, 
378, 382, 384 

Cyril of Jerusalem, 305, 349 

Dahl, N. A., 72, 75, 78, 216, 247, 249, 
251 f., 341, 347, 397 
Damasus (pope), 3 51, 374, 383 
Danielou, J., 273, 279, 293, 295 
Davies, J. H., 394 
Davies, W. D., 3 5, 42, 61, 240 
Day, P., 396 

Dean, J. T., 198, 203, 205, 207, 212, 214 

Debrunner, A., 22 

Dehn, G., 3 87, 389 

Deissmann, A., 29, 176, 179, 233 



Index of Persons 


427 


Delafosse, H., 178 

Delling, G., 226, 231-33, 236, 319, 326, 
334 

Demetrius, 313 
Denk, J., 373 » 

Descamps, A., 396 
Devreese, R., 360 

Dibclius, M., 25, 28, 34, 41, 44, 54, 56, 
59, 64, 67, 86, 92, 96, 106 f., 113, 118, 
125 f., 130-32, 134 f., 149, 152, 164, 
173, 176, 188 f., 213, 232, 235, 237, 
240, 242, 245, 270, 278, 284, 285 f., 
288, 301, 311, 314 f., 389 f., 400 
Dibelius, M.-Conzelmann, H., 262, 268, 
390 

Dibelius, M.-Greeven, H., 240, 243, 252, 
389 

Dibelius, O., 388 
Diem, H., 3 54, 3 56 

Dinkier, E., 198, 202 f., 205, 209, 211, 
212, 266, 297 
Dio Cassius, 180 

Dionysius of Alexandria, 26, 283, 310, 
330 f., 348, 383 

Dobschutz, E. von, 23, 60, 64, 72, 76, 80, 
83, 182, 189, 305, >08, 359, 390 
Dodd, C. H., 60, 63, 72, 118, 13 5-37, 
142, 144, 147, 149, 155, 161, 205, 212, 
216, 226, 229, 237, 30^, 311, 388, 
391, 395 

Dolger, F. J., 313 
Ddrrie, H., 15 5 
Doevc, J. W., 34, 3 8 
Domitian, 298 f., 300, 325, 327 f. 
Downing, F. G., 392 
Driver, S. R., 24 
Drower, E. S., 15 8 
Duliere, W. L., 273, 282, 341 
Duncan, G. S., 220, 226, 232 f., 237, 
244,389 

Duplacy, J., 71, 3 59, 370, 398 
Dupont, J., 80, 106-8, 110, 114 f., 123-27, 
130-32, 179, 197, 216, 222 f., 276 

Easton, B. S., 106, 115, 262, 269, 271, 
286, 291, 390 
Ebeling, G., 23 
Ebeling, H. J., 66, 67 

Eckart, K.-G., 181, 185, 188, 240, 242, 
397 

Eckhardt, K. A., 137, 146, 149 f., 154, 
164 f., 168, 175 

Edwards, R. A., 136, 151, 171, 173 
Ehrhardt, A., 107, 126, 131 f. 

Ehrhardt, A. T., 341, 345 


Eichholz, G., 284, 286, 289, 291 f. 
Eichhorn, J. G., 27, 37, 38, 45, 50, 261, 
282 

Eissfcldt, O., 334 
Ellis, E. E., 258 

Elliott-Binns, L. E., 284, 286 f., 291 

Eltester, W., 107, 11 5, 122, 130, 395 

Elzevier, 380 

Enslin, M. S., 28 

Epaphras, 238, 244 

Epaphroditus, 228, 230 f., 236 

Ephraem, 133, 353, 366, 370 

Epictetus, H4 

Epicurus, 177 

Epiphanitfs, 140, 344, 3 50 

Epp, E. J., 107, 134 

Erasmus, 251, 276, 285, 309, 330, 354, 
.362, 379 
Eucherius, 26 
Eunice, 260 
Euripides, 132 

Eusebius, 40, 43, 70, 71, 85, 103, 169-72, 
266, 275, 283, 285, 299, 300 f., 305, 
310, 312, 316, 327, 330, 339, 343-45, 
348 f., 351, 362, 369 

Evans, C. F., 86, 92, 99, 107, 118, 131 
Evans, O. E., 33, 40, 51 
Evanson, E., 252 
Ewald, P., 390 

Faber Stapulensis, 375 
Fahy, T., 216, 218 
Falconer, R., 258, 262 f., 271 
Farmer, W. R., 34, 39, 46, 50, 95 
Farrer, A. M., 34, 50, 61, 63, 72, 286, 
319, 331 

Fascher, E., 23, 28, 33, 34, 54, 283, 293- 
95, 299, 302, 305, 359 
Faw, C. E., 181, 184, 190, 197 
Fcinc, P., 28, 226, 229, 233, 278 
Feine, P.-Bchm, J., 39, 49, 5 5, 68, 80, 
84 f., 90, 98, 100, 104, 108, 110, 115, 
1 18, 126, 128, 132, 144, 149, 151, 154, 
162, 164, 167, 171, 173, 197, 201, 
213, 221, 223-25, 231, 233, 250, 262 f., 
278, 280, 286, 288, 294, 296 f., 301, 
310, 326, 331, 343 
Felix (procurator), 179 
Fendt, L., 387 
Fenton, J. C., 72, 256 
Ferrar, W. H., 367 
Festus (procurator), 179 
Feuillet, A., 144, 149, 154, 164, 175, 216, 
223, 306, 309 f., 319, 328, 395, 398 



428 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Filson, F. V., 39, 57, 72, 77, 85, 168, 212, 
354, 387 f., 394 
Finegan, J., 92, 337, 339 
Firmilian, 305 

Fischel, H. A., 13 5, 156, 1 59 
Fischer, B., 282, 376, 399 
Fitzmyer, J. A., 205, 211, 364 
Flesseman-van Leer, E., 398 
Flusser, D., 257 
Foakes-Jackson, F. J., 388 
Foakes-Jackson, F. J.-Lake, K., 106 
Foerster, \V., 160, 178, 313, 316, 396 
Forderer, M., 2 56 
Foulkes, F., 400 
Frame, J. E., 390 
Frede, H. J., 398 f. 

Freed, E. D., 395 
Freundorfer, J., 390 
Frey, J.-B., 316 

Friedrich, G., 24, 31, 216, 224, 233, 235, 
390, 396 
Froben, 379 

Fuchs, E., 23, 185, 188, 240 
Fuller, R. H., 392 
Funk, R. W., 22 
Furness, J. M., 237 
Furnish, V., 397 

Gaechter, P., 29, 203 

Gartner, B., 58, 72, 79, 80, 130 

Gaius (anti-Montanist), 139, 275, 330 

Gaius (of Derbe), 192 

Gaius (III John), 314 

Galba, 328 

Galling, K., 22 

Gallio, 179 f. 

Gamaliel II, 33 5 

Gardner-Smith, P., 135, 143, 145, 175 

Gardthausen, V., 3 59 

Gaston, L., 87, 92, 94 

Gauglcr, E., 164, 216, 226, 388, 400 

Gealy, F. D., 262, 267, 269, 390 

Gecrlings, J., 385 

Gcldenhuys, N., 40, 104, 106, 387 

Gcorgi, D., 198, 205, 209, 211, 396 

Gerhard, Joh., 3 5 5 

Gerhardsson, B., 3 5, 42, 392 

Gcrtner, M., 397 

Gibson, M. D., 371 

Gieseler, J. C. L., 38 

Giet, S., 319, 325, 327 f., 398 

Gilmour, S. M., 51, 86, 92, 387 

Girard, L., 86, 99 

Glasson, T. F., 398 

Glaue, P., 133, 384 


Gloel, J., 198 
Glover, R., 337, 394 
Gnilka, J., 87, 96, 393, 396 
Godet, F., 28 

Goguel, M., 28, 55 f., 86, 92, 112, 140, 
149, 152, 163, 168, 189, 197, 201, 203, 
211 f., 216, 223, 226, 232 f., 235, 245, 
247, 250, 252 f., 262, 271, 278, 311, 
325 

Gollwitzer, H., 387 

Goodspeed, E. J., 22, 28, 45, 55, 131, 
133, 141, 146, 149, 151, 155, 192, 216, 
224 f., 235, 246 f., 252, 256 f., 262, 
267, 278, 281, 286 f., 298, 301 f., 305, 
334, 337 f. 

Goodwin, C., 136, 144 f., 151 

Goppelt, L., 262, 298, 319, 326, 332, 394 

Gould, E. P., 387 

Goulder, M. D., 395 

Graafen, J., 185 

Grasser, E., 84, 87, 94, 100 f., 106, 117, 
121, 126, 132, 395, 397 
Grant, F. C., 34, 40 f., 49, 5 5, 60, 63, 
67-70, 72, 75, 78, 92, 144, 160, 387 
Grant, R. M., 135, 144, 151, 160, 162, 
164, 168 f., 171, 173, 175, 341, 392 
Grant, R. M.-Freedman, D. N., 57 f. 
Grass, H., 72 

Grayston, K.-Herdan, G., 258, 262 
Green, E. M. B., 398 
Greenlee, J. H., 385 
Greenslade, S. L., 392 
Greeven, H., 245 f., 309, 359, 368, 383, 
386, 390 

Gregg, J. A. F., 248 

Gregory, C. R., 21, 28, 3 59, 361, 368, 
375, 380 f. 

Gregory of Nazianzus, 305, 349 

Gressmann, H., 41 

Griesbach, J. J., 32, 39, 48, 381, 382 

Grillmeyer, A., 140 

Grobel, K., 33, 92 

Grosheide, F. W., 334, 388 

Gross, H., 316 

Grotius, H., 186, 250, 301, 325 
Grundmann, W., 40, 51, 68, 72, 87, 90, 
92, 98 f., 137, 144, 146, 148, 153 f., 
1 56, 162, 173 f., 257, 387 
Guilding, A., 137, 146, 163 f. 

Gunkel, H., 29,31,41 
Guthe, H., 22 

Guthrie, D., 28, 192, 196, 203, 212 f., 
223, 226, 229, 236, 240, 246, 250-52, 
255 f., 258, 262, 265, 268 f., 271, 280, 



Index of Persons 


429 


Guthrie —conVd 

282, 286 f., 294, 296, 298, 301, 303 f., 
312 f., 331, 390, 394 
Gutjahr, F., 29 
Guy, H. A., 61, 63, 68, 72 
Gwilliam, G. H., 372 
Gwynn, J., 372 

Gyllenberg, R., 136, 154, 164, 397 

Haardt, R., 57, 58 
Hadidian, D. Y., 284, 291 
Hadorn, W., 181, 183, 186, 331, 391 
Haefner, A. E., 107, 123 
Haenchen, E., 34, 57 f., 90, 98, 100 f., 
106 f., 109-15, 117, 120-22, 125-27, 
129, 131 f., 134, 137, 142, 144, 151 f., 
155, 158, 160, 163, 175, 179, 218, 229, 
241, 307 f., 311 f., 314, 341, 343, 364, 
388, 394 f., 398 
Haering, Th., 274, 388 
Hahn, F., 386 
Hanson, R. P. C., 388 
Harder, G., 216, 219, 221, 226, 254 
Harnack, A. von, 28, 33, 53, 83, 86, 
104-6, 124 f., 132, 168, 170, 185, 189, 
223, 247, 249, 312, 314, 334, 337, 
339-43, 345, 374, 378, 398 
Harrison, E. F., 397 

Harrison, P. N., 226, 229, 237, 240, 
244 f., 252, 258, 262 f., 271 f., 392 
Hartingsveld, L. van, 150, 398 
Hastings, A., 87, 92, 95, 105 f. 

Hastings, J., 22 

Hatch, E.-Redpath, H. A., 22 

Hatch, W. H. P., 275, 360, 365, 384, 386 

Hauck, F., 28, 49, 286, 298, 387-89, 391 

Haupt, E., 389 

Hausrath, A., 187, 205, 212 

Hawkins, J. C., 33, 48, 49 f., 53, 132 

Hawkins, R. M., 216, 222 

Headlam, A. C., 388 

Heard, R., 28, 39, 44, 68, 70, 72, 78, 80, 
84 f., 144, 155, 171, 192, 196, 224, 
229, 252, 262, 271, 286, 298, 301, 331, 
337, 339, 341, 343 
Hebert, G., 73, 81, 83 
Hegermann, H., 242 
Hegesippus, 290, 300 
Heinrici, G., 29, 201 
Heitmuller, W., 23, 134 
Helbig, G., 389 
Held, H. J., 72 f., 76, 81, 83 
Helmbold, H., 34, 40, 51, 54 
Helzle, E., 71 
Hennecke, E., 178, 318 


Hennecke, E.-Schneemelcher, "W., 33, 60, 
103, 169, 290, 334, 339, 345, 350 
Henshaw, T., 28, 40, 68, 77, 84 f., 92, 
126, 162, 173, 192, 196, 203, 224, 229, 
250, 252, 262, 272, 280, 286, 291, 298, 
301, 331 
Heracleon, 343 
Herbert, G., 73 
Herder, J. G., 29, 38 
Hcring, J., 201, 203, 212, 306, 312, 388, 
390 

Hernias, 281, 285, 287 

Herod, ^ee Agrippa I and Agrippa II 

Hesychius, 3 81, 384 

Heumann, C. A., 224 

Heuschen, J., 33, 34, 49 

Hewitt, T., 390 

Hieronymus, 37, 69, 71, 261, 276, 28 5, 
290, 301, 305, 316, 330, 351 f., 354, 
367, 374 f., 383 

Higgins, A. J. B., 137, 144, 157, 159, 162, 
164, 371 

Hilary, 285, 305, 352 
Hilgenfeld, A., 27, 187, 316 
Hippolytus, 32, 275, 285, 295, 305, 345 
Hirsch, E., 34, 40, 51, 53, 54, 63, 77, 
106, 123, 135, 137, 141, 144, 146, 149- 
52, 194, 218, 325 
Hjelt, A., 371 
Hobart, W. K., 86, 103 
Hopfl, H.-Gut, B., 29, 39, 51, 68, 70, 75, 
84, 104 f.. Ill, 128, 132, 144, 148, 
162 f., 223, 294, 304 
Hopfl, H.-Leloir, L., 334 
Hoffmann, G., 13 5, 154 
Hofmann, J. C. K. von., 22, 23 
Holl, K., 226 
Holsten, C., 185, 23 5 
Holtz, T., 319, 323, 332 
Holtzmann, H. J., 23, 26, 28, 33, 39, 49, 
188, 237, 239, 247, 252, 258, 262, 354 
Holtzmann, O., 23 
Holzmeister, U., 302, 304 
Horner, G., 376 
Hoskyns, E. C., 15 5, 166, 388 
Hotzelt, W., 365 

Howard, W. F., 22, 134, 141, 144, 146, 
148, 273, 280 f., 306, 31 1, 387 
Huby, J.-Leon-Dufour, H., 31 
Huby, J.-Lyonnet, S., 226, 3 88 
Huck, A., 33 

Huck, A.-Lietzmann, H., 33, 69, 343 
Hug, J. L., 27 
Hughes, P. E., 388 
Hummel, R., 393 



430 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Hunkin, J. W., 112 

Hunter, A. M., 134, 144, 154, 156, 164, 
167, 175, 298, 387 f., 391 
Hunzingcr, C.-H., 57 f. 

Huppenbauer, H. W., 211 
Huston, H. W., 363 
Huth, O., 395 
Hutter, Leonh., 355 

Iber, G., 34, 42, 59 

Ignatius, 84, 149 £., 159, 175, 202, 246, 
25 1, 258, 261, 337-39 
Innocent I, 3 52 

Ircnaeus, 32, 69, 71, 111, 121, 133, 139, 
162, 168-73, 249, 251, 261, 275, 285, 
299, 305, 312, 316, 327, 344, 378, 382, 
384 

Jacquier, E., 29, 388 
James, the Lord’s brother, 128 
James, the son of Zebedee, 167, 171 
Jellicoe, S., 399 
Jepsen, A., 334 f. 

Jeremias, J., 33, 40, 41, 51, 60, 63, 72, 
81, 83, 87, 92 f., 106, 109, 111, 117, 
124, 135, 146, 148 f., 152, 258, 262-64, 
268, 284, 292, 315, 339, 359, 363, 390, 
398 

Jervell, J., 209, 242, 394 
John Mark. See Mark 
John the Baptist, 96, 157, 162 
John, the son of Zebedee, 315, 329, 331 
Johnson, L., 226, 232, 237, 245 
Johnson, S. E., 39, 49, 63, 68, 70, 71, 72, 
75, 77, 78, 79, 84 f., 293, 296, 387 
Jones, C. P. M., 273, 282 
Jones, M., 28 
Jordan, H., 25 

Josephus, 55, 104, 124, 179, 290 
Julicher, A., 26-29, 39, 55 f., 112, 140, 
149, 188, 197, 211 f., 226, 229, 232, 
244, 252, 262, 278, 280, 338 
Julicher, A.-Fascher, E., 68, 162, 168, 

173, 175, 179, 286, 298, 301, 307, 
314 f., 331 

Julicher, A.-Matzkow, W., 373, 399 
Jungel, E., 3 5, 59 
Jugie, M., 347 
Junilius Africanus, 26 
Justin, 33, 69, 132, 244, 329, 341, 343, 
378, 382, 384 

Kiisemann, E., 98, 102, 107, 113, 122, 
135, 144, 146, 149, 151-54, 160, 168, 

174, 205, 209, 237, 240, 242, 247 f.. 


Kasemann— cant’d 

252, 254, 257, 272 f., 278-80, 302, 
304 f., 308, 314, 354, 393-95 
Kahle, P. E., 376 
Kalt, E., 22 
Kamlah, E., 223 

Karnetzki, M., 61, 63, 65, 70, 3 59, 386, 
393 

Kasch, W., 258, 262 
Kasser, R., 364, 376 
Katz, P., 334, 341, 346 
Kautzsch, E., 317 
Kelly, J. N. D., 400 
Kennard, J. S., 72 
Kennedy, J. H., 205 
Kenyon, F. G., 359, 363, 366, 384 f. 
Kenyon, F. G.-Adams, A. W., 386 
Kern, F. H., 187 
Kerschensteiner, J., 399 
Kiddle, M.-Ross, M. K., 391 
Kilpatrick, G. D., 21, 72, 75, 77, 79, 
81, 83-85, 99, 136, 154 f., 395, 399 
Kim, K. \V., 378 
Kittel, G., 284, 286-88 
Kittel, G.-Friedrich, G., 21 
Klausner, J., 18 5, 188 
Klein, G., 107, 114, 120, 122, 126, 129, 
131-33, 190, 301, 340, 342, 394 
Klijn, A. F. J., 28, 39, 40, 54, 68, 72, 
84, 92, 106 f., 134, 144, 146, 155, 173, 
192, 196, 203, 212, 223, 233, 240, 250, 
252, 262, 279, 286, 294, 297 f., 307, 
311 f., 331, 364, 369, 374, 378, 384 f., 
392 

Klbpper, A., 389 
Klostermann, E., 33, 97, 387 
Knopf, R., 28, 301, 307, 391 
Knopf, R.-Krugcr, G., 344 
Knox, J., 179, 216, 221, 237, 240, 243, 
245 f., 252, 267, 293, 299, 337 f., 340, 
342, 388 f. 

Knox, \V. L., 34, 38, 51, 63, 106, 111, 
126, 252, 284 
Kogel, J., 21 

Koster, H., 31, 195, 226, 232, 236, 337, 
397 

Koh, R., 86, 92, 105 f., 114 
Koole, J. L., 376 
Koppe, J. B., 39 
Kosmala, H., 273, 278 f. 

Kraeling, C. H., 369 f. 

Kraft, B., 362 
Kraft, E., 168 
Kraft, H., 392 

Kragerud, A., 137, 149, 168, 312, 314 




Index of Persons 


431 


Kramer, W., 397 
Krieger, N., 216, 218 
Kruger, G., 26, 3 56 
Kuby, A., 61, 65, 66 
Kiihl, E., 388 

Kiimmel, W. G., 25 f., 29, 50, 53, 60, 
65 f., 83, 86, 100-2, 106 f., 110, 124, 
129 f., 133, 150, 177 f., 181, 196, 330, 
348, 354, 356, 359, 363, 370, 374, 385 
Kiing, H., 394 
Kiirzinger, J., 44, 393 
Kuhn, K. G., 137, 156, 160, 211, 223, 
247, 252, 257 
Kundsin, K., 13 5 

Kuss, O., 24, 273, 276, 279-81, 388-90, 
396 

Lachmann, K., 39, 46, 49, 380, 382 
Lackmann, M., 284, 286, 292 
Lauchli, S., 319, 326 

Lagrange, M.-J., 5 5, 148, 334, 341-43, 
345, 348, 356, 359, 363, 365 f., 371, 
387-89 

Lake, K., 110, 198, 201, 252, 299, 366 f., 
385, 388 

Lake, K. and S., 28, 3 59, 367, 384 f. 
Lanfranc of Canterbury, 375 
Lang, F., 2 52 
Langton, S., 362 
Laurentin, R., 87, 95 
Leaney, A. R. C, 51, 87, 92, 96, 387, 390, 
398 

Lebram, J.-C., 395 
Leconte, R., 299, 306 
Lee, E. K., 136, 144 f., 

Leenhardt, F.-J., 216, 224, 388 

Legg, S. C. E., 21, 381 

Leipoldt, J., 57 f., 234, 340, 348, 353 

Leipoldt, J.-Schenke, H. M., 57 

Lcloir, L., 175, 370, 399 

Lemerle, P., 227, 233 

Lengsfeld, P., 3 54 

Lcnschau, Th., 199 

Leo X, 379 

Leon, H. J., 218 

Lcon-Dufour, X., 22, 33 f., 40, 68, 73, 75, 
85, 103, 392, 396 
Lerle, E., 23 
Lessing, G. E., 37 f. 

Levie, J., 34, 40 
Lewis, A. S., 371 
Lidzbarski, M., 156 

Lietzmann, H., 23, 28, 33, 156, 158, 168, 
194, 201, 213, 218, 223, 225 f., 345, 
359, 363, 365, 388 f. 


Lietzmann, H.-Kiimmel, W. G., 202, 209, 
388 

Lightfoot, J. B., 389 
Lightfoot, R. H., 3 5, 41, 61, 65, 67, 72, 
92, 144, 146, 149, 164, 173, 388 
Lilje, H., 391 
Lindsey, R. L., 392 
Linnemann, E., 394 
Lisco, H., 233 

Lo Bue, F., 28, 252, 273, 280 f., 298, 300 
Lock, W., 390 
Loew, W., 390 
Loewenich, W. von, 13 5 
Lohmeyer, E., 65, 71, 75, 79, 135, 176, 
232, 240-42, 245 f., 306 f., 319, 324 f., 
328, 331, 387, 389, 391, 400 
Lohr, C. H., 73, 75 

Lohse, E., 86, 90, 92, 100, 104, 150, 284, 
286, 288 f., 293, 296, 319, 322, 324, 
326, 328, 331, 391 
Loisy, A., 123, 178, 387 f., 391, 400 
Loman, A. D., 178 
Lucian, 104, 381 f. 

Lucifier of Calaris, 3 52, 366 
Luck, U., 87, 90, 101 f., 122 
Liicke, F., 22 

Liitgert, W., 181, 183, 190, 194, 198, 201, 
216, 221, 226, 232, 258 
Luke (PauPs companion), 244, 263 f., 
266, 281 

Luther, M., 276, 281, 285, 287 f., 291, 
301, 330, 332 f., 355, 357, 379 
Lyonnet, S., 216, 251, 377 

Maas, P., 360 

Maegregor, G. H. C, 123, 126, 146, 387 f. 
Maegregor, G. H. C.-Morton, A. Q., 137, 
151 

Mackay, B. S., 226, 228 f., 231, 236 f. 
Macuch, R., 158 
Maier, J., 317, 395 
Maldfeld, G., 363 
Manen, \V. V. von, 178 
Manson, T. W., 21, 56, 60, 63, 68, 72, 
77, 85 f., 99, 106, 132, 135, 143, 154, 
164, 175, 181, 187, 190, 192, 198, 
201 f., 203, 205, 209, 212, 216, 223 f., 
226, 229, 231, 273, 278, 281, 316 
Manson, W., 218, 221, 232, 273, 280, 
282, 387 

Marazuela, T. A., 374 
Marcion, 23, 127, 222 f., 244, 248, 251, 
261, 267, 272, 275, 330, 338, 342 f., 
346, 377, 384 
Marcus, R., 395 



432 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Mariani, B., 392 

Mark (Paul’s companion), 43, 69, 172, 
244, 264 

Marmardji, A. S., 370 
Martin, R. A., 394 

Martin, R. P., 231 f., 235, 237, 293, 
29 5 f., 3 89 
Martin, V., 364 
Martin V.-Kasser, R., 364 
Martinex, Dalmau, E. B., 392 
Marty, J., 286, 391 

Marxsen, W., 25, 31, 61, 64 f., 67 f., 70, 
72, 284, 286, 292, 302, 304, 354, 392 
Massaux, 337, 339 f., 359, 364, 376, 
378, 399 

Massebieau, L., 286 

Masson, Ch., 188, 239 f., 244, 249, 252, 
389 

Matthew, 171 
Matthias, 168 
Mattill, A. J., Jr., 106 
Mattill, A. J., Jr.-Mattill, M., 25 
Maurer, Ch., 135, 144, 175, 242, 247, 
252, 258, 262, 272, 337, 339, 389 
Maurer, W., 3 54 
Mayeda, G., 175 
Mayerhoff, T., 240 
McArthur, H. K., 57 
McGiffert, A. C, 112 
McGinley, L. J., 3 5 
McNeile, A. H., 28 

McNeile, A. H.-Williams, C. S. C., 39, 
55, 80, 84, 126, 144, 149, 167, 173, 
192, 204, 224, 231, 233, 235, 252, 
262, 271, 279, 281, 297, 311, 314, 325, 
331, 386 

Meinertz, M., 26, 29, 54, 68, 70, 80, 84 f., 
104 f., 125, 144, 148, 163 f., 171, 223, 
232, 240, 249, 280, 294, 304 
Melanchthon, Ph., 221, 276 
Melito of Sardis, 169, 298, 327, 330, 344 
Mendner, S., 13 5, 144, 146, 149 f., 175 
Menoud, Ph.-H., 106, 108, 110 f., 134, 
142 f., 146, 148, 152, 173, 365 
Merk, A., 21, 28 

Merlier, O., 137, 146, 148, 150, 173 f., 
171 

Merx, A., 371 
Messina, G., 370 
Methodius of Olympus, 349 
Metzger, B. M., 21, 25, 32, 258, 262, 
360, 364, 369 f., 373, 383, 385, 399 
Metzinger, A., 29 

Meyer, A., 256, 284-86, 288, 299, 301 


Meyer, E., 113 
Meyer, H. A. W., 23 
Meyer, R., 334 
Moyer, W., 389 
Michael, J. H., 389 

Michaelis, J. D., 27, 37, 156, 276, 301, 
356 

Michaelis, W., 28, 33, 39, 49, 5 5, 63, 68, 
72, 80, 84, 90, 92, 95, 103-6, 122, 125, 
132, 137, 143 f., 146, 149, 151, 154, 
162, 164, 167, 171, 173, 181, 183, 185, 
192, 201, 204, 215, 219, 220 f., 223 f., 
226, 230, 233, 235 f., 244, 250 f., 255, 
258, 261-66, 269, 272, 278, 280 f., 
286 f., 291, 294, 296 f., 298, 300 f., 
325, 331 f., 343, 387, 389 
Michel, O., 61, 68, 72, 84, 87, 106 f., 132, 
137, 162, 216, 218, 221, 225 f., 232, 
258, 262, 271-73, 278-81, 284, 286-88, 
306, 319, 388, 390, 400 
Michl, J., 33, 116, 304 f., 316, 319, 331, 
391 

Mill, J., 380 
Milligan, G., 28 

Milne, H. J. M.-Skeat, T. S., 366 
Miltiades, 346 

Mitton, C. L., 134, 212, 233, 247, 251- 
53, 257 f., 293, 297, 337 
Mittring, K., 389 

Moffatt, J., 28, 104, 311, 388, 390 f. 

Molitor, J., 371, 377 

Mommsen, Th., 3 51 

Montefiore, C. G., 387 

Montefiore, H. W., 5 8, 87, 92, 95, 400 

Montefiore, H. W.-Turner, H. E. \V., 58 

Morgenthaler, R., 22, 86, 97, 262 

Morris, L., 389 f., 395 

Morton, D. Q., 394 

Mosbech, H., 396 

Moule, C. F. D., 22, 35, 59, 70, 161, 242, 
246, 293-95, 298, 389, 392-94, 397 f. 
Moulton, J. H., 22 
Moulton, J. H.-Milligan, G., 21 
Moulton, W. F.-Geden, A. S., 21 
Mowry, L., 136, 156, 337 
Muller, J. J., 229, 231, 389 
Muller-Bardorff, J., 203, 226, 233, 236, 
258, 262, 269 
Mullins, T. Y., 44, 396 
Munck, J., 44, 84, 160, 171 f., 190, 194 f., 
198, 201, 205, 209, 212, 216, 219, 
221, 224, 232, 297 
Mundle, W., 341 f. 

Muratori, L. A., 345 



Index of 

Murray, J., 388 

Mussncr, F., 100, 121, 257, 397, 400 
Mynstcr, J. P., 192 

Nabcr, S. A., 178 
Nagel, \V., 369 

Nauck, W., 191, 247, 251, 258, 272 f., 
279, 288, 293, 295, 306, 308-10, 312 
Neil, S., 392 
Neil, W., 390 

Nepper-Christensen, P., 72, 79, 81, 85 
Nero, 32 5, 327 f. 

Nestle, Eb., 21, 359, 368, 374 £., 382 
Nestle, Eb.-Dobschiitz, E. von, 32, 3 59 
Nestle, Erw., 21, 362 f., 374 f., 382, 384 
Neuenzeit, P., 396 
Neugebauer, F., 243, 254 
Nevius, R. C., 399 
Newman, B., 398 
Nicephorus, 3 50 
Nicholas of Lyra, 3 54 
Nineham, D. E., 35, 42, 61, 68, 252 
Noack, B., 136, 143, 145, 1 53, 251, 397 
Nock, A. D., 106, 115, 126 f., 130-32, 
396 

Norden, E., 29, 110, 126, 131 
North, R., 34, 51 
Novatian, 3 51 

Nunn, H. P. V., 135, 164, 171, 175 
Nygren, A., 216, 223, 388 

Ochcl, \V., 247, 249 
Odeberg, H., 156, 389 
Oepke, A., 273, 279 f., 334, 389 
Oliver, H. H., 394 
Olsson, B., 176 

O’Neill, J. C, 87, 90, 92, 97, 99-101, 105, 
108, 114-16, 122, 131-33 
Oncsimus, 243, 24 5 f. 

Orchard, B., 190, 192, 196 
Origen, 26, 69, 222, 248, 275, 281-83, 
285, 301, 305, 316, 347-49, 378, 383, 
385 

Osterloh, E.-Engelland, H., 22 
Otho, 328 
Overljcck, 40, 113 

Paap, A. H. R. E., 361 
Pamphilus, 381 
Pantaenus, 27 5 

Papias, 40, 43-45, 55, 68-70, 85, 102, 
170-73, 299, 312, 315, 330 f., 339 
Paret, O., 360 


Persons 433 

Parker, P., 34, 40, 63, 136, 146 f., 172, 
174, 394 f. 

Parvis, M. M., 3 59 
Parvis, M. M.-Wikgren, A. P., 3 59 
Paul (apostle), 68 f., 103 f., lllf., 114, 
116f., 120, 124, 127-31, 159, 281, 
329, 336 

Paulus, H. E. G., 37, 232 
Pelagius, 3 51 

Percy, E., 66-68, 135, 237, 240 f., 247, 

250, 252 f. 

Perdclwitz, R., 273, 278, 292, 295 
Perels, O., 3 5 
Perrot, C., 399 
Perry, A. M., 40, 92, 392 
Peter, 40, 43, 68 f., Ill, 128, 165, 167 f., 
171, 194, 201, 218, 265 f. 

Peters, C, 339, 370 
Petersen, T. C., 399 
Petrie, S., 34, 51 
Pfleidercr, O., 28, 187 
Pherigo, L. P., 205, 212, 220 
Philip, 171 

Philip of Maccdon, 227 
Philipps, G., 3 53 
Phillips, C. A., 370 
Philo, 127, 15 5, 277 f. 

Philoxenus of Mabbug, 330, 3 54, 372 
Phoebe, 220 
Pierson, A., 178 
Pink, K., 179 

Piper, O. A., 306, 309, 319, 324 f., 327, 
331, 341 

Pius (bishop), 346 
Pius X, 375 
Plooij, D., 370 
Plummer, A., 24, 387 f. 

Plutarch, 104 

Pokorny, P., 247, 252, 257 

Polycarp, 84, 170, 173, 189, 198, 235 f., 

251, 261, 272, 299, 312, 329 
Polycarp (chorcpiscopus), 372 
Polycrates of Ephesus, 169, 344 
Pompey, 218 

Porter, C. L., 364 
Porter, J. R., 395 
Potter, R. D., 137, 164 
Preisendanz, K., 363 

Preisker, H., 13 5, 149, 205, 216, 221, 
225 f., 295, 308 
Preiss, Th., 245 f. 

Preston, R. H.-Hanson, A. T., 391 
Preuschen, E., 244, 275, 285, 334, 342, 
348, 351-53, 388 



434 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Priscillian, 309 

Ptolemy the Gnostic, 344 

Purdy, A. C, 273, 278, 390 

Quecke, H., 57 
Quispel, G., 58, 136, 159 

Rabbula of Edessa, 3 53, 371 f. 
Radermacher, L., 22, 293, 297 
Rahner, H., 162 
Rahtjen, B. D., 226, 229, 23 5 
Ramsay, W. M., 190, 192 
Ratschow, C. H., 3 54 
Rawlinson, A. E., 387 
Redlich, E. B., 3 5 
Rehkopf, F., 40, 87, 92, 94 
Reichardt, A., 367 

Rcicke, B., 87, 99, 107, 124, 132, 231, 
316, 400 

Reicke, B.-Rost, L., 22 
Reincck, E., 28 
Reitzenstcin, R., 201 
RendtorfiF, H., 251, 391 
Rengstorf, K. H., 40, 50, 84, 92, 205, 
220, 387, 394, 396 
Reuss, E., 27, 112 
Reuss, J., 379 
Richardson, A., 388 
Richardson, L. J. D., 72 
Richter, G., 22 
Riddcrbos, H. N., 192, 389 
Riddle, D. W., 179 

Riddle, D. W.-Hutson, H. H., 2 5, 28, 51, 
68, 84, 163 f., 233, 235 f., 252, 267, 
298 f., 307 

Riesenfeld, H., 3 5, 42, 61, 63, 65 
Riessler, P., 317 

Rigaux, B., 176 f., 187, 189, 203, 252, 
270, 273, 276, 390, 396 f. 

Rigg, H. A., 69 
Riggenbach, E., 281 f., 390 
Ringgren, H., 316 
Rissi, M., 319, 323, 326 
Rist, M., 324, 331, 332, 391 
Ritschl, A., 27, 112 
Robert, A.-Feuillet, A., 29 
Roberts, C. H., 360, 363 
Robertson, A. T., 22 
Robertson, A.-Plummer, A., 388 
Robinson, D. F., 61, 63 
Robinson, J. A. T., 134, 137, 142 f., 
156 f., 160, 161 f., 306 f., 310, 312, 
395 

Robinson, J. M., 136, 242, 393 


Robinson, T. H., 3 87, 390 

Robinson, W. C., 87, 99, 394 

Roensch, H., 378 

Roeth, E. M., 280 

Roller, O., 176, 178, 249, 263 f. 

Roosen, A., 396 

Ropes, J. H., 33, 50, 70, 80, 84, 90, 107, 
121, 133, 190, 194, 286, 367, 371, 390 
Roschc, T. R., 34, 51, 76, 97 
Rosenthal, F., 45, 158 
Ross, A., 286, 310, 312 f., 390 f. 
Rowley, H. H., 316 f., 398 
Ruckstuhl, E., 135, 141, 148, 150 f. 
Rudolph, K., 158 f., 396 
Ruijs, R. C. M., 396 
Rushbrooke, W., 33 
Russell, D. S., 398 
Russell, H., 86, 90, 105 
Ruwet, J., 341, 347 
Rylands, J. G., 178 

Sabatier, P., 373 
Sacchi, P., 3 59 

Sahlin, H., 86, 92, 9 5 f., 105, 110, 114, 
123, 150 

Salom, A. P., 306, 311 
Sanday, W.-Headlam, A. C., 388 
Sanday, W.-Turner, C. H.-Souter, A., 378 
Sanders, H. A., 133, 364, 367 
Sanders, J. N., 136, 144, 164, 168, 197, 
250, 252, 398 
Sanders, J. T., 176 f. 

Sass, G., 387, 400 
Schaefer, A., 29 

Schafer, K. Th., 29, 68, 105, 111, 132, 
148, 163, 249, 276, 280, 304, 359, 
374, 378 

Schammberger, H., 284, 291 
Schelkle, K. H., 293, 297 f., 300 f., 304, 
391 f., 398 

Schenke, H.-M., 397 f. 

Schierse, F. J., 273 f., 276, 279 f., 316 
Schildenberger, J., 374 
Schille, G., 3 5, 59, 107, 126,131, 247, 251, 
273, 279, 392 

Schlatter, A., 23, 28, 39, 40, 50, 80, 92, 
134, 140, 149, 155, 198, 262, 286-88, 
292, 297, 3 56, 387 f., 391 
Schlatter, Th., 22 

Schleiermacher, F., 22, 27, 3 8, 44, 50, 
55, 85, 140, 261 

Schlicr, H., 1 56, 158, 190, 195, 247, 
250 f., 255, 257 f., 269, 389 
Schmauch, W., 31, 246, 3 87, 400 



Index of Persons 


435 


Schmid, J., 31, 33 f., 40, 45, 49 f., 73, 
84 f., 87, 94, 96, 159, 226, 229, 232- 
34, 237, 247 f., 250, 252, 319, 326, 
330, 350, 361, 363, 387, 392, 396 f. 
Schmid, L., 134, 142, 155 
Schmid, W., 25 
Schmidt, H. W., 400 
Schmidt, J. E. Chr., 187, 261 
Schmidt, J. J., 192 
Schmidt, K. L., 31, 34, 41, 62, 64 
Schmiedel, P. W., 22 

Schmithals, W., 183, 190, 194 f., 198, 
201-3, 205, 209, 211 f., 216, 224-26, 
232 f., 235, 258, 262, 269, 271, 337, 
339, 394, 396 
Schmitz, O., 24, 3 89 
Schmoller, A., 21 

Schnackenburg, R., 49, 122, 134, 136, 
142, 149, 153 f., 156, 160, 162, 174, 
273, 278, 309 f., 312, 314, 391 f., 395, 
400 

Schneckenburger, M., 112 
Schneemelcher, W., 394 f., 397 
Schneider, J., 86, 99, 176, 273, 279, 
295 f., 298, 300 f., 314, 390 f. 
Schniewind, J., 31, 33, 40, 60, 68, 387 
Schoeps, H. J., 56, 188, 202, 209, 240, 
284, 291 

Scholem, G., 159 
Schott, H. A., 263 
Schrage, W., 393, 397 
Schreiber, J., 61, 64 f., 67 f., 70, 72 
Schrenk, G., 216, 220, 334 
Schubart, W., 3 59 f., 363 
Schubert, P., 86, 176 
Schulz, S., 393 f. 

Schiirmann, H., 34, 40, 49, 51, 53, 86, 
92-94, 97, 150, 394 
Schutz, R., 33, 316, 319, 327 
Schulthess, F., 373 
Schulz, D., 224 

Schulz, S., 61, 65, 67, 136, 141, 150, 
1 52, 1 53, 1 5 5 f., 159 f., 162, 241, 393 
Schumacher, R., 216, 223 
Schwabl, H., 15 5 

Schwartz, E., 134, 141, 149 f., 173 
Schwegler, A., 27, 112 
Schweizer, E., 61, 66 f., 86, 92, 95, 107, 
118 f., 121, 123, 135, 141, 146, 148 £., 
152 f., 156, 158, 160, 175, 185, 189, 
240-42, 258, 262, 268, 270, 391, 393- 
95, 397 f. 

Scott, E. F., 28, 262, 271, 389 f. 
Scrivener, F. H. A., 3 59 


Seesemann, H., 363 
Seitz, O. J., 397 
Selwyn, E. G., 293-95, 298, 391 
Semler, J. S., 27, 212, 224, 330, 332, 
3 5 5 f., 382 
Seneca, 177 f. 

Serapion of Antioch, 344 
Sergius, Paulus, 179 

Shepherd, M. H., 106, 123, 284, 286, 288, 
291 

Sickenberger, J., 29, 316 
Sigge, T., 13 5, 163 

Silvanus (or Silas), 181, 184, 199, 296, 
298 

Simon, M., 118 
Simon, R., 26 f., 373 
Simon, W. G. H., 388 
Simpson, E. K., 252, 389 f. 

Sint, J. A., 256 
Sixtus V, 375 
Sjoberg, E., 66 f. 

Skeat, T. C., 339, 366 
Smalley, S. S., 107, 118 
Smart, J. D., 392 
Smith, C. W. F., 393 
Smith, D. M., 395 
Smith, M., 392 

Smith, T. C., 137, 142, 156, 161 f., 164, 
175 

Snape, H. C., 87, 107, 133, 136, 175 
Soden, Hans von, 198, 204, 378 
Soden, Herm. von, 21, 28, 3 59, 361, 367, 
370, 377, 381 
Soiron, Th., 34 

Solages, B. de, 33, 40, 45, 49-51, 53, 77, 
92 

Sosthenes, 205 

Soucek, J. B., 284, 286, 289, 291 f. 
Souter, A., 21, 334, 359, 378, 383 
Sparks, H. F. D., 28, 51, 68, 84, 86 f., 93, 
95 f., 97, 106, 123, 135, 144 f., 173, 
212, 229, 252, 262, 271, 286, 301, 375, 
394 

Spicq, C., 258, 261, 263, 268 f., 272, 
276-79, 281, 390 
Spitta, F., 286 
Sporri, G., 388 
Staab, K., 379, 389 f. 

Stahlin, G., 190, 195, 400 

Stahlin, O., 2 5 

Stagg, F., 11 5, 132, 388 

Stalder, K., 394 

Stamm, R. T., 192, 3 89 

Stanley, D. M., 397 

Stather Hunt, B. P. W., 34, 3 8 




436 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Stauffer, E., 136, 142, 148, 156 f., 161, 
163 f., 173, 175, 286, 316, 319, 326, 
331, 389, 393 
Steck, R., 178, 198 

Stendahl, K., 59, 72 f., 75, 78-80, 83, 
136 

Stephanus, 282 
Stephanus, R., 362, 379 f. 

Stephenson, A. M. G., 396 
Stibbs, A. M.-Walls, A. F., 298, 391 
Stocks, H., 22 
Stonehouse, N. B., 392 
Storr, G. H., 39 
Stott, J. R. W., 400 
Strabo, 199 
Strachan, R. H., 388 
Strack, H.-Zockler, O., 23 
Strathmann, H., 136, 149, 154, 164, 166, 
173, 279-82, 296, 306, 312, 314, 319, 
330, 354, 387, 390 
Strauss, D. F., 140 

Strecker, G., 61, 73, 75-77, 79, 81-84, 
107, 125, 393, 398 

Streeter, B. H., 33, 40, 49, 53, 55, 77, 
84, 92, 144, 150, 293, 295, 299, 301, 
359, 385 

Strobel, A., 87, 103, 295, 341, 343, 397 f. 

Stummcr, F., 374 

Styler, G. M., 393 

Suetonius, 180, 217, 327 

Suggs, M. J., 179, 378 

Sundberg, A. C., 334 f., 398 

Sundwall, J., 60 

Swete, H. B., 33 

Synge, F. C., 273, 275, 279, 389 

Tacitus, 179 
Tarelli, C. C., 363 

Tasker, R. V. G., 84 f., 148, 167, 286, 
288, 359, 386-88, 391 f. 

Tatian, 32, 71, 146, 261, 339, 343, 365, 
370, 377, 381, 384 
Taylor, T. M., 216, 220, 223 
Taylor, V., 33-35, 40 f., 49, 51, 54, 63, 
77, 86, 92, 94, 152, 387, 394 
Tceple, H. M., 137, 144, 147, 149, 152 f., 
158 

Temple, S., 137, 144, 149 
Tenney, M. C., 148, 173, 3 87 
Tertullian, 32, 103, 111, 121, 133, 208, 
248 f., 261, 275 f., 282, 285, 299, 301, 
305, 330, 345, 351, 373, 378, 382, 384 
Testuz, M., 364 
Themison, 383 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 28 5 


Theodoret, 350, 3 53 

Theophilus (in the Lukan writings), 91, 
102, 109 

Theophilus of Antioch, 343 
Thiel, R., 60, 63 
Thiele, W., 309 
Thieme, K., 396 
Thomas, J., 161 

Thomas of Aquinas (see Aquinas) 

Thomas of Harkel, 3 54, 372 
Thompson, E. M., 361, 376 
Thornton, T. C. G., 293, 295 
Throckmorton, B. H., 34, 51, 5 5 
Thyen, H., 273, 278, 284, 286, 288, 394 
Tiberius, 328 
Till, W., 160 
Tillmann, F., 24 

Timothy, 182-84, 186, 192, 199, 205, 
210, 215, 228, 231, 234, 260, 264 f., 
268, 281 f. 

Timpanaro, S., 360 

Tischendorf, C. von, 21, 33, 362, 365- 
67, 380-82 
Titius Justus, 200 

Titus (Paul’s companion), 207, 210, 213, 
215, 228, 261, 264 f., 269 
Titus (Roman general), 105 
Titus, E. L., 168 
Todt, H. E., 34, 51, 56 f. 

Torm, F., 23, 25 5 

Torrey, C. C., 33, 45, 60, 70, 72, 78 f., 
106, 123, 134, 154, 319, 326, 384 
Townsend, J. T., 107, 118, 124 
Trajan, 187, 301 
Tregelles, S. P., 381 
Trench, R. C., 21 
Treu, K., 363 

Trilling, W., 72, 75 f., 81-83 
Trocme, E., 107, 112, 114f., 124, 126 f., 
130, 133, 216, 221, 393 
Trophimus, 264 
Turner, C. H., 376, 378 
Turner, H. E. W., 58, 61, 393 
Turner, N., 34, 50, 68, 86, 96 
Tychicus, 246, 250, 253, 263 f. 

Tyconius, 26 

Tyson, J. B., 40, 61, 65, 68, 72, 87, 92, 94 

Unnik, W. C. van, 57, 107, 110, 113-15, 
122, 137, 161, 293-95, 298, 341, 344, 
393, 398 

Uricchio, N., 13 5, 141 
Ussher, J., 250 



Index of Persons 


437 


Vaganay, L., 33 f., 40, SOf., 68, 72, 85, 
135, 148, 359 
Valentinus, 346 
Vanhoye, A., 397 
Vespasian, 325, 327 f. 

Viard, A., 190, 197 
Victor (bishop), 169 
Victorious of Pettau, 326 
Vielhauer, Ph. 34, 40, 58, 72, 86, 96, 106, 
113, 120-22, 127, 129, 131, 393, 398 
Vigouroux, F., 22 
Vincent, J. J., 393 
Vincent, M. R., 389 
Vischer, E., 318 
Vitellius, 328 
Vogeli, A., 106, 132 
Vogtle, A., 29 

Voobus, A., 369-72, 374 f., 377 
Vogels, H. J., 21, 29, 359 f., 368, 370 f., 
373 f., 376 f., 379, 386 
Vogt, E., 276 
Voltes, F. E., 398 
Volck, W., 23 
Volkmar, G., 68, 185 
Volz, P., 316 

Wach, J., 23 

Walker, N., 393 

Walker, R., 397 

Weber, O., 3 54, 357 

Wegenast, K., 190, 194, 258, 262 

Weinel, H., 28 

Weiss, B., 28, 140, 362, 381 f., 387, 390 
Weiss, J., 23, 33, 106, 113, 115, 186, 
201 f., 235, 240, 388 
Weiss, J.-Schiitz, R., 50 
Weiss, K., 136, 145 
Weisse, H., 39, 50 

Weizsacker, C. von 40, 140, 162, 187, 
246 

Wcllhausen, J., 33, 40 f., 5 5, 66, 134, 141, 
146, 149 f., 387 f. 

Wcndland, H. D., 319, 323, 388 
Wendland, P., 2 5, 111, 113, 176 
Wendt, H. H., 131 
Wcnsinck, A. J., 133 
Werner, H., 20 
Werner, M., 60, 68 
Wernlc, P., 33, 48, 56, 76, 97 
Westcott, B. F.-Hort, F. J. A., 21, 362, 
381-83 

Wette, W. M. L. de, 27, 39, 187, 2 52, 282, 
285 


Wettstein, J. J., 361, 380 
White, H. J., 375 
White, J., 372 
Wickert, U., 202, 245 f., 

Widengren, G., 159, 392 
Wikenhauser, A., 24, 29, 40, 51, 68, 
80, 84 f., 104, 106, 111, 115, 126, 132, 
146, 149, 159, 162, 167, 209, 223, 
226, 235 f., 249, 276, 279, 287, 294, 
297, 300, 304, 310, 331, 343, 348, 370, 
388, 391 

Wikgren, A., 399 
Wilamowitz, U. von, 29 
Wilckens, U., 101, 104, 107, 110, 113, 
118 f., 121 f., 198, 201, 242, 394 
Wilder, A. N., 23, 35, 42, 110, 308, 311, 
392 

Wilke, C. G., 39 
Wilkens, J., 387 

Wilkens, W., 136, 144, 146 f., 148, 153 f., 
Williams, C. S. C., 28, 87, 92, 105, 107, 
118, 129, 132, 134, 334, 359, 378, 386, 
388 

Williams, R. R., 388 
Wilson, R. A., 397 
Wilson, R. McL., 58, 87, 95, 136 
Wilson, W. G., 13 5, 146, 306, 311 
Windisch, H., 131, 134, 143, 163, 212, 
274, 279 f., 286, 295, 297 f., 307 f., 
311, 318, 325, 388, 390 
Windisch, H.-Preisker, H., 286, 301, 390f. 
Winer, G. B., 22 

Winter, P., 34, 86 f., 92, 94 f., 135, 1 52, 
159 

Wohlenberg, G., 68, 387, 390 
Wolf, C. U., 72, 80, 84 
Wood, H. G., 34, 48 
Wordsworth, J.-Whitc, H. J., 376 
Wrede, W., 26, 40, 62, 66, 134, 156, 162, 
185, 188 f., 273, 278, 280, 356 
Wrzol, J., 185 

Ximenes (cardinal), 379 

Yadin, Y., 273, 278, 279 
Yoder, J. D., 366 

Zahn, Th., 23, 25, 28, 39, 68, 104, 107, 
111, 133, 140, 148, 192, 275, 281, 286, 
334, 345, 348, 353, 356, 387 f., 390 
Zeller, E., 27, 112 
Zenas, 264 
Zerwick, M., 22 



438 


Introduction to the New Testament 


Zimmermann, H., 
Zdckler, O., 23 
Zorell, F., 21 
Zwaan, J. de, 28, 
233, 245, 262, 


107, 117, 364, 374 


40, 92, 111, 186, 212, 
286, 297 f., 303, 310, 


Zwaan— cont\l 
324 £., 331 
Zwingli, H., 330 

Zuntz, G., 202, 223, 250, 359, 363, 372, 
383 f. 



INDEX OF SUBJECTS 


Items which can readily be located by consulting the Table of Contents or the 
Indexes of Passages are not listed here. 


Achaia, 106, 133, 180, 182 f. 

Acts of the Apostles, 244, 281 f., 338 
Acts of the Apostles, prologue of, 109 
Acts of the Apostles, speeches of, 117-19, 
124,130 

Africa, 341, 351 f., 374 
Alexandria, 84, 114, 175, 177, 200, 275, 
277, 281, 348, 365, 378, 383-85 
Alogoi, 140, 165, 330, 344 
Amanuensis. See Secretary hypothesis 
Ambrosiaster, 275, 351 
Anonymity, 131, 166, 168 
Antilegomena, 285, 305, 349 
Anti-Marcionite Pauline prologues, 69, 
171, 338, 343 

Anti-Montanists, 140, 170, 275, 283, 330, 
344 

Antinomianism, 178, 195, 221 
Antioch, 69, 84, 103, 108 f., 116, 128, 
150, 175, 192, 279, 281 f., 350, 372 
Antiochian source, 123-25 
Apocalypse, 176, 368, 372, 379 
Apocalyptic, apocalypticism, 67, 94, 157, 
185, 187 f., 190, 297, 301, 317 f., 
320 f., 323, 333 
Apocryphal Acts, 116, 347 
Apocryphal gospels,. 33, 37, 339, 345, 
347 f. 

Apologetics, 99, 114 f., 163, 265 
Apologists, 111, 305 
Apophthegmata, 41 

Apostle, apostolic, 38, 66, 90, 92, 99, 
102 f.. Ill, 118-20, 128 f., 131, 140 f., 
165, 168, 170, 174, 177, 194 f., 197, 
203 f., 209, 215, 219, 232, 242, 246, 
254 f., 269, 283, 285, 290, 296, 301 f., 
305, 316, 329-31, 336-38, 340-43, 345- 
48, 355-58 

Apostles, primitive, 27, 114, 194, 201, 209 
Apostolic age, 27, 336 f. 

Apostolic Constitutions, 3 53 
Apostolic council, 108, 128, 131 f., 179 f., 
195, 261, 290 

Apostolic decree, 108, 128, 134, 196 
Apostolic fathers, 253, 337 
Arabic, 370 


Aramaic, 37 f., 40, 44 f., 48, 53, 63, 78, 
81, 85, 92, 123, 325 
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Fairy tales, 41 

False teachers, false teaching, 159, 239, 
242, 259, 264, 267 f., 272, 280, 299- 
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282, 287, 290, 294, 314 
Missionary journeys, 69, 103, 179, 181, 
187, 192 £., 196 £., 199, 227, 244 
Montanism, Montanists, 27, 139, 175, 330, 
343 

Moses, Assumption o£, 301, 317, 323 
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